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Also, petition of New Orleans Cotton Exchange, favoring
placing on the free list bagging and ties used in the baling of
cotton; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan: Petition of citizens in the
eity of South Haven, county of Van Buren and State of Michi-
gan, requesting appropriation by Congress for the purchase of
a site for a post office and the erection thercon of a proper
building; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

DBy Mr. IIANNA : Petition of citizens of State of North Da-
kota, favoring passage of H. R. 26791, known as the Hanna bill;
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of farmers of the State of North Dakota, pro-
testing against Canadian reciproeity agreement; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of John J. Keen, Wahpeton, N. Dak., protesting
agninst the parcels-post bill; to the Committee on the Post Office
und Post Roads.

DBy Mr. HARTMAN : Resolution of citizens of New York, pro-
testing against any allinnce with Great Britain; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, petition of citizens of Bedford, State of Pennsylvania,
against parcels-post service; to the Committee on the Post
Oflice and Post RRoads.

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Resolutions of Wethersfield

- Business Men's and Civie Association, of Wethersfield, Conn.,
opposing the passage of the reciprocity treaty with Canada; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GOULD: Resolution of Chelsea (Me,) Grange, Pa-

irons of Husbandry, in relation to a measure pertaining to
reciprocity with Canada; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. KENDALL: Petition of Local No. 61, International
Erotherhood of Paper Makers, against Canadian reciprocity; to
the Commitiee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KINKEAD of New Jersey: Resolution of Local No.
561, International Brotherhood of Paper Makers, Niagara Falls,
N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. LINDSAY : Petition of Seward Republican Club, of
Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring reciproecity with Canada; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Paper Makers
of Albany, N. Y., aguninst Canadian reciprocity; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce and Manufacturers’
Club of Buffalo, N. Y., favoring reciprocity with Canada; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of New Orleans Cotton Exchange, favoring the
placing on the free list of all bagging and ties used in the bal-
ing of cotton; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of New York Cordage Co., favoring the placing
on the free list of jute cotton bagging and russin rope, tarred
and untarred, for marine use, ete.; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. LOUD: Petition of Anson F, Love and 14 other resi-
dents of Hubbard Lake, Mich., favoring parcels-post bill; to the
Commiftee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. MAHER: Petition of New York Cordage Co., favor-
ing the placing on the free list of jute cotton bagging and
russia rope, tarred and untarred, for marine use, etc.; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce and Manufacturers’
Club, of DBuffalo, N. Y., favoring reciprocity with Canada; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of New Orleans Cotton Exchange, favoring tlie
placing on the free list of all bagging and ties used in the baling
of cotton; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Niagara Falls Local No. 51, International
Brotherhood of Paper Makers, of Niagara Falls, N. Y., azainst
Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Paper Makers,
of Albany, N. Y., against reciprocity with Canada; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MANN: Petition of Local No. 51, International Broth-
erhood of Paper Makers, of Niagara Falls, N. Y., against reci-
procity bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MATTHEWS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Willlam ¥. Douds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MONDELL : Telegraphic petitions by J. A. Delfelder,
president Wyoming Wool Growers; Sweetwater County Wool
Growers' Association; Eastern Wyoming Wool Growers' Asso-
ciation; Lewis Barker, commissioner central district; J. J.
Bentley, commissioner northern district; J. 8. Atherly, seere-
tary board of sheep commissioners, State of Wyoming; and
I'. 8. King, commissioner southern district, protesting against
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a reduction of the wool schedule or any action relative thereto
until after the Tariff Board shall make their report; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania: Petition of employees of
Keystone Paper Mill & Paper Manufacturing Co., Upper Darby,
Pa., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committec on Ways
and Means,

By Mr. MOTT: Petition of Charles H. Vrooman & Co., of
Carthage, N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Commit-
tes on Ways and Means.

Also, resolutions of the Chamber of Commerce of Oswego,
N. Y., in favor of Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. UTTER: Resolution of Lime Rock Grange, No. 22,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Rhode Island, against Canadian
reciprocity bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, resolution of Central Labor Union, of Woonsocket, R. L.,
favoring the construction of the battleship New York in a Gov-
ernment navy yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: Petitions of farmers of Clarkficld;
voters of the county of Yellow Medicine; citizens of Balaton;
Tracy Farmers' Elevator Co.; legal voters of Lone Tree, county
of Chippewa; and residents of Yellow Medicine County, all of
the State of Minnesota, against Canadian reciprocity; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition against removal of duty on barley; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Petition of New Orleans
Cotton Exchange, favoring placing cotton ties and bagging on
the free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Edward Olmsted, captain, in favor of militia
pay bill; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Paper Makers,
Albany, N. Y., against Canadian reciprocjty; to the Committce
on Ways and Means.

Also, petition: of Chamber of Commerce and Manufacturers’
Club, Buffalo, N. Y., favoring Canadian reciprocity ; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Niagara Falls Local, No. 51, International
Brotherhood of Paper Makers, against Canadian reciproeity; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
WepNespay, April 19, 1911.

The House met at 12 o'clock m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., as
follows :

Our Father in heaven, help us to appreciate Thy goodness
and Thy wonderful works unto the children of men, that we
may think nobly, feel deeply, and act worthily in the vocation
wherennto Thou has ealled ug, and thus hallow Thy name. In
the spirit of the Lord, Jesus Christ. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

CORRECTING ERRORS IN ENROLLMENT OF APPROPRIATION ACTS.

Mr. FITZGERALD, by direction of the Committee on Appro-
priations, reported Iouse joint resolution 1, to correct crrors
of certain appropriation acts, approved March 4, 1911, which
was read a first and second time and, together with the accom-
panying report (H. Rept. 5), referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union and ordered prinfed.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I shall not make the point of
order, but I desire to say that this is not in order as a privi-
leged matter on this holy day—Calendar Wednesday.

Mr. 'NITZGERALD, Mr. Speaker, I understand that some
of the matters I wish to report are not privileged, but I desire
to call them to the attention of the House.

Mr. MANN. I understood that the gentleman from Alabama
would like to make a motion to suspend with procecding under
that calendar.

The SPEBAKER. If the gentleman from Illinols makes ihe
point of order, the point of order will be sustained.

Mr. MANN. No; I do not make the point of order.

The SPEAKER. There is no business for what ig called
Calendar Wednesday, anyway.

EXPENSES OF FIRST SESSION SIXTY-SECOND CONGRESS.

AMr. FITZGERALD, by the direction of the Committee on
Appropriations, also reported House joint resolution 2, mak-
ing appropriations for the payment of certain expenses inel-
dent to the first session of the Sixty-second Congress, which
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was read a first and second time and, with the accompanying
report (H. Rept. 6), referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union and ordered printed.

AMILEAGE.

Mr. FITZGERALD, by direction of the Committee on Appro-
priations, also reported House joint resolution 3, making im-
mediately available the appropriations for mileage of Senators
and Members of the IHouse of Representatives, which was read
a first and second time and, with the accompanying report
(H. Itept. 7), referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union and ordered printed.

AMERICAN RED CROSS.

Mr. FITZGERALD, by direction of the Committee on Appro-
priations, also reported House joint resolution 38, to grant
authority to the American Red Cross to erect temporary struc-
tures in Potomac Park, Washington, D. €., which was read a
first and second time and, with the accompanying report (H.
Rept. 8), referred to the House Calendar and ordered printed.

Mr, PFITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, I wish to give notice that
as the opportunity presents I shall endeavor to call these meas-
ures up for consideration.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY,

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. Speaker, to-day is Calendar Wednes-
day, but I understand that there is no business on the calendar.
Calendar Wednesday can be dispensed with under the rules
by a two-thirds vote of the House. I therefore move to dis-
pense for to-day with the business that comes under the rule
providing for Calendar Wednesday.

The SPEAKER. It has been decided by my predecessor that
under the conditions as they prevail here to-day there is no
necessity for the motion where there is no business on the
calendar.

Mr. MANN. Of course it would require the calling of the
calendar.

Mr. UNDERWOOD.
calendar.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gen-
tleman from Alabama, to dispense with proceedings under the
rule for Calendar Wednesday.

° The question was taken; and two-thirds having voted in
favor thereof, the motion was agreed to.

PLACING CERTAIN ARTICLES ON THE FREE LIST.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, by direction of the Committee on Ways
and Means, reported the bill (H. R. 4413) to place on the free
list agricultural implements, cotton bagging, cotton ties, leather,
boots and shoes, fence wire, meat, cereuals, flour, bread, timber,
lumber, sewing muchines, salt, and other articles, which was
read a first and second time and, with the accompanying re-
port (H. Rept. 4), referred to the Committee of the Whole
ITouse on the state of the Union and ordered printed.

ELECTION OF MEMBER TO COMMITTEE ON THE PUBLIC LANDS.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, at the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MaNN] I offer the following resolu-
tion, to fill A minority place on a committee.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 111,

Resolved, That JTAMES WICKERSIAM be, and he Is hereby, elected as a
Delegate member of the Committee on the I'ublic Lands.

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to.

It would necessitate the calling of the

PRINTING VIEWS OF MINORITY.

Mr. DALZELI. Mr. Speaker, in connection with the report
just made from the Committee on Ways and Means I ask unani-
mous consent that the minority may have leave to file their
yviews.

The SPEAKER. Within how long a timg?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. What time does the gentleman desire?

Mr. DALZELL. Say, until the disposition of the bill.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. We granted the gentleman the other day
that time in reference to the bill then pending before the House
beciause we immediately reported it. It has been almost a week
since the Committee on Ways and Means agreed to this bill,
and I would ask the gentleman whether, if he should have per-
mission to make a report by Monday, would that not be time
enough?

Mr. DALZELL. Yes; Monday will be satisfactory to me.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DArzerrn] have until
Monday to file the views of the minority in reference to the
bill H. RR. 4413, wlich has been reported.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Pennsylvania may have
until Monday to file the views of the minority (H. Rept. 4, pt. 2)
on the bill H. R. 4413. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none,

CANADIAN RECIPROCITY.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill
H. RR. 4412, a bill to promote reciprocal trade relations with
the Dominlon of Canada. :

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill M. R. 4412, the Canadian reciprocity
bill, with Mr. SHERLEY in the chair,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I desire to yield 15
minutes to the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Gupcer].

[Mr. GUDGER addressed the committee. See Appendix.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire
what the balance of time is; how much has been consumed by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzern], the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCarrn], and myself?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama has used,
inciuding the time ylelded to the gentleman from Magsachusetts,
8§ hours and 40 minutes. The genileman from I’ennsylvania
has used 6 hours and 56 minutes,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will ask the gentleman from Pennsyl.
vania to consume enough time to equalize it,

The CHAIRMAN. The genleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr, Chairman, I yield so much time as he
may desire to use to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNON].
[Applause.]

Mr. CANNON. Mryr. Chairman, not, in my judgment, since the
War with Spain and all that followed it, of benefit and of
burden, has there been considercd by the IHouse of Representa-
tives so important a bill as the one now pending. Therefore,
it is entitled, without passion and without prejudice, to the
careful, candid consideration of this great body, 391 in number,
representing 92,000,000 of people, for on its consideration and
enactment or defeat, in my judgment, rests the well-being and
the prosperity of all of the people of the United States.

I represent a district agricuitural in part—I think perhaps
one of the best in the United States—and in part a manufac-
turing district. When I state that in my district there are
many thousands of men in organized union labor, in mine and
in factory, you will at once understand that I represent people
who produce not only in the factory, but in the mine and on the
farm. The output of coal from two townships in my own
county is over 3,000,000 tons annually, and the output and
development are rapidly increasing.

But, aside from the interests of my own distriet, I want to
stand here and say that I am equally anxious to promote the
welfare of every American eitizen, whether in Greater New
York, the mightiest of all our cities, in Chicago, the second city
in the United States, or in Philadelphia, the third. I want to
do what is best for all the people, North and South, East and
West, as we streteh from 49° on the north down to the Gulf,
and from the Atlantie to the Pacifie. When I vote on this bill
I vote for legislation that goes to every fireside, and I would
not receive my own approval or retain my own self-respect if
I stood attempting to array section against section, industry
against industry, farmer against factory man, capitalist, or
railroad man.

So I approach the discussion of this important bill from the
standpoint of the best interests of all. That muech by way of
introduction.

1t is proposed, on slight consideration, to vitalize into law an
agreement that will throw, without let or hindrance, into the
United States the market furnished by 92,000,000 of people
the agricultural products of 8,000,000 people in Canada. Now,
if this is to our advantage, in Heaven's name let us do it. If it
be to our disadvantage, as we shall answer to our own self-
respect and judgment, and later on to our constituents, let us
not do it. And in cold blood I am going to inquire, as briefly
as possible, whether it ought to be done or not.

REVENUE BILLS SIOULD NOT ORIGINATE WITH THE EXECUTIVE.

Mind you, so far as the country is concerned, so far as the
Senate is concerned, so far as the House of Representatives is
concerned, this bill, except by virtue of two amendments added
to it, was not prepared in accordance with the Constitution.
Our fathers wisely provided that revenue measnures should have
their origin in the House and that the Senate might amend,
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They wisely provided that while the President may recommend
legislation he only becomes a coordinate branch of the legisla-
tive body when the House and Senate have agreed on bills,
which, if they are revenue bills, must originate in the House:
Then he only has power to approve on the one hand or disap-
proeve on the other, which disapproval is efficient, unless two-
thirds of the House and Senate pass the bill notwithstanding
that disapproval.

Here is a measure that was made in secret. Is there any-
body within the sound of my voice on either gide of this House,
whether he is for or against this bill, far-reaching as it is,
affecting every hearthstone, if vitalized, who will say that he
knew anything about this agreement until we received the
President’s message, with the accompanying bill, which was for-
mally introduced in the House at the last session by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. McCarn]? I pause for an an-
swer. No man arises in his place in this great body and says
lie was consulted.

When we come to deal with foreign countries, the Constitu-
tion provides that a treaty made by the Executive, and vitalized
by the approval of the Senate by a two-thirds majority, shall
be the supreme law. What did our fathers mean when they
provided in this manner for the making of treaties which
should be the supreme law of the land? They knew that the
world was large, with conflicting interests, diverse civilizations,
governments differing in their organization. 8o the great
power of negotiating treaties was placed in the hands of the
President, but to become effective they must be vitalized by the
concurrence of the Senate, not by a majority, not in a minute,
not under the previous question, but after serious eonsideration
in executive session and by a two-thirds vote. Looking in your
eyes, Mr, Chairman, I say there have been treaties made even
under the safeguards of the Constitution, after full considera-
tion, that have not been wise.

Take the War with Spain. Ex-Speaker Reed once said,
“YWhen you go to war no man knows the end thereof.” We
went into that war because gentlemen on the other side, being
in the minority, moved by a spirit of altruism, crossed on a
little bit of polities, grew very patriotic, and we on this side
also grew very pafriotic. War was declared. The end thereof
was the Philippines, responsibility for Cuba and for Porto Rico.
To indicate that mistakes perchance may sometimes be made
in the making of treaties, even with the two-thirds majority
required in the Senate for ratification, we have the Thilip-
pines, in my judgment, for all time. We say on the stump,
“0Oh, we are going to civilize them and make them competent
for self-government, and then we are going to tell them, ‘Go
forth and govern yourselves.”

The treaty was concluded. Now, I am not speaking of the
peerless leader, Mr. Bryan, to criticize; but it was necessary
for him with his great personality to come to Washington and
exercise liis great influence to bring about the ratification of
that treaty. He has been down here again performing the
same function. [Applause cn the Republican side.]

He put his strong hand and eloquent tongue upon his party
friends in the Senate and the necessary majority was furnished
to ratify that treaty. When a thing is accomplished I never
grumble. I would not refer to it now did I not aim merely to
fllustrate how Important it is in a government by the people
under the Constitution to observe the law not only in the letter
but in the spirit.

You may eay that a government of the people is so wise and
good and patriotic that no advantage can be taken of if. Never-
theless, when you deal with the nations of the world, when
you deal, through the mother country, with our friends across
the Canadian border, you want to be mindful of a favorite ex-
pression of an old constituent of mine who dropped now and
then into a little bit of poetry. He was my client. IHe said:
“This is an exceadingly important matter.” T replied, “The
plaintiff is not a bad man.” * Oh,” said he, * Mr. CANNON, you
don’t know him; he may not be bad, but when it comes to ma-
terinl matters he steeps his tongue in honey and clotiies his
feet in the cunning of n fox.” [Laughter.] That is true not
only of individuals and partiecs, but it is especially true of
great countries.

X0 AUTHORITY TO MAXE TRADE AGREEMEXTS,

This bill is fo carry out what is called a reciprocal trade
agreement. Has the President any authority in law by which
he can make such agreements? I will let Mr. PaYNE, former
chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means, answer that
question. When Mr. Payxe presented to the House the bill
which bears his nmame and made his speech explaining and
defending if, he was asked by M. Cox of Indiana:

Is there anything in this bill which would enable the President of
the United Statcs to negotlate any trade agrecment with Germany?

Mr. PAYNE. There is not.

AMr. Cox of Indiana. Is there any other Iaw in effect that would still
anthorize him to do that?

Mr. PAYNE. No law, except the general provisions of the Constitution
allowing him to negotiate treaties and submit them to the Senate.

Now, what are the objections to this bill; first, from the
standpoint of the farmar, who comprises one-third of our popu-
lation ; and, second, from the standpoint of the other two-thirds?
What is for the best interest of all the people? In considering
this matter I crave the attention of the House, and I will try
not to be tedious.

Our 92,000,000 people have just scratched the resources of
the United States. The countries of Europe, including Great
Britain, have a population of from 200,000,000 to 850,000,000
people. With a country far better than Europe in quality of
soil, in mineral wealth, and in resources of every kind, we cen,
when fully developed, easily support with bread and meat and
clothing and everything, save the products of the Tropies,
400,000,000 or 560,000,000 people.

How rapidly we have grown and developed. I am not an
old man, but I recollect very well when there were but 17,000,000
people in the United States. I have observed n great many
things sinece that time. I reccollect very well when there were
not 100 miles of railway in all the country west of the Alle-
gheny Mountains, I recollect very well when the only market
was found in New Orleans for all the great Mississippl Valley,
and I might say almost for the whole Middle West was found
in New Orleans. The flatboats floated down the Mississippi
carrying our products, and the little steamer came back laden
with the products received in exchange,

I know what it is to have seen Ohio, Indiana, Missouri to a
great extent, and Michigan and Towa and all that country of
the great West brought partinlly under subjection. On the
Wabash, where you could cut the malaria with a knife [laugh-
ter], where the timber was thick and heavy, there was no place
to plant corn or sow wheat. They did not believe that men
could live on the rich prairies of the West. It was supposed
that they never would be settled. It was worth n man’s life to
cut down the forest and bring SO acres under subjection in that
timbered section, and then when he built 2 new house, costing
from $700 to $800 in labor, he died. Of course he did, he was
worn out.

There was the same struggle in Ohio, in Pennsylvania, and
in New York; and let me say to my friend from Massachusetts
[Mr. McCaxr] that it was a long time after the landing of the
Pllgrim Fathers before they extended settlement and develop-
ment very greatly in New England. I am old enough to recol-
lect the time when those splendid lands in Illinois and Iowa,
which could be obtained on military land warrants at 70 cents
an acre, were supposed to be good for nothing except graz-
ing. No one ever dreamed that the time would come when
the lands in the Genesee Valley in New York ywould depreciate
in value by one-half or more. At that time the tide of immigra-
tion from the East to the West had not set in to any great ex-
tent. The railroads came, and when I speak of the railroads—and
I do it with pride—I think of that great Democratic statesman,
Stephen A. Douglas. The quickening hand of development never
struck the State of Illinois until 1850, when, under the leader-
ship of Mr. Douglas, then a Senator of national reputation,
there was enacted a law granting land to the State of Illinois,
the alternate sections being reserved. Under and by virtue of
that act the Illinois Central Railroad was constructed from
Chicago to Cairo and from Centralia to Dunleith, The alternate
sections were snapped up in the twinkling of an eye at $2.50 an
acre. Immigration set in. There was a chance to get to mar-
ket. You all know the history of development since that time,

The war came—that great struggle that we all thank God
resulted as it did. Then, from pelitical and military necessity
during the war it became necessary to begin the construction
of a railroad to the Pacific coast. Deserts and mountains and
Indians had to be overcome. The line ran through an unin-
habited country, but that railroad was built in (he fullness of
time. Then came the Northern Pacific, and then the Soutliern
Pacifie, the Santa Fe, and the Chieago, Milwaukee & St. Paul,
Then came James J. Hill, that wizard among business men, a
great man who leads in deing great things, and with him came
the building of the Great Northern from Duluth, reaching
across the continent to Seattle and the Pacific. As a result the
western country was settled pretty rapidly.

CAUSE OF ADANDONED FARMS IN THE RAST.

But what was happening in the meantime down in New
York and New England? While the rich prairie lands in
Kansas, Nebraska, Towa, Missourl, and Illinois were being de-
veloped—virgin soil, such as it scems to me God never made
anywhere else on earth—what was happening in the East?
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Many of the bright, enterprising boys took ITorace Greeley’s
advice and went west. They went in great droves and helped
to develop that country. Railroads were built and transpor-
tation charges were brought down until you could place a
barrel of flour made from wheat grown in Minnesota or Illinois
or Missouri, manufactured in Minneapolis or St. Touis, into
the market of a little hamlet anywhere in New England for
less money than you could haul it in a wagon 8 miles. [Ap-
plause.] The result was fhat the lands in the Genesee Valley
in northern New York and in New England could mot compete
with the production of those lands in the West, where you had
only to tickle the earth to have it fructify and bring forth in
marvelous abundance fruits ‘and cerenls.

The farmers in many sections of the East awvere placed at
such disadvantage that many farms were abandoned in Con-
necticut, in Massachusetts, in all New England, in New York,
and, to some extent, in Pennsylyvanin, There were more 'than
7,000,600 acres in abandoned farms in New Iingland and New
York. There was also a reduction of §260,000,000 In the value
of farm lands and buildings in the same States dn those 20
years. In ‘fhe period from 1880 to the year 1900, cven in mag-
nificent Ohlo, avhich has mot yet lost the eapacity to breed and
produce Presidents, the farmers suffered n decrease of $100,-
000,000 in the value of their farm lands in the presence of
this competition from the West. -

In developing the West we have sometimes suffered even from
the excess of rich soil. I recall thatupen the prairie in Illinois,
within 50 miles of where I mow live, with good railroad connec-
tions, with coal sithout limit deposited by ‘the Almighty in
ihe immediate neighboriiood, I hnve seen corn, as good and
sound a8 was ever grown, burned for fuel to keep the frost
out. I merely gpealk of that to illustrate that our production
was g0 great that the East, notwithstanding her deeadlence in
agriculture, could not take our surplus. We hiad a long, weary
road to travel, but men with ‘brave henrts said “We want
better markets; we will build more railronds’; and they got
the railroads built.

It is needless to recount the growth and development of the
mididle and wwestern sections of the country since 1860, when
Abraham Lincoln was mominated as a candidate for the Presi-
dency. Nor is it neeessary to refer to the splendid cities that
have sprung up—Chicago, the great market place for all the
Middle West, which has grown from less fhan 100,000 people in
1800 to two and one.half millions of people, and countless other
prosperous communities. It is, however, significant to note in
connection with the consideration of this bill the remarkable,
if not ominous, trend from the farm to the city, a movement
which, in my opinion, will (be stimulated by the enactment of
this Dbill, To-day there is a far less percentage of people en-
gaged in agriculiure in the United Sfates than there was in
1860. At that time more than one-half of our people were
engaged in agricultural pursuits, while to-day the percentage
is not over one-third. "It 4s true that, aided by invention, with
improved farm machinery, with the steam plow, the reaper,
and the binder, one man on ‘the farm now can de more than
two or three :men on the farm in ‘the old days. DBut let us be
honest; the same i8 true in all the walks of life. One man in a
maclhine shop now can accomplish more than four men could
hove accomplished in 1860, until to-day the 02,000,000 people
in the United States are producing more:agricultural and more
manufactured products—I meagure my words in making the
stntement—than all Burope. That is a pretty strong state-
ment, but it is true.

FREE LABOR V. SLAVE TLABOR.

We fought out the economic guestion from 1801 to 1805. The
Government's need for money, the necessity in the Northland
to produce munitions of war, gave birth to the protective poliey,
and under it we prospered; while down Bouth, sith as good
brain and braywn and as splendid manhood and swomanhood as
was to be found dn the North they found difficulty in procuring
proper arms and munitions and sufficient subsistence.

In that contest the great guestion touching labor was settied,
and seftled forever, in our country. The result swas good for
the North; it was good for the South; but it never would have
been settled had it not been that roamingaround in thebody and
brain of the average man, the mechanie and farmer, was a fecl-
ing that when a slave was doing in the South the work that
elsewhere in the country was being done by an American sov-
ereign, responsible for the econtrol of the country, the dignity
of labor wvas degraded.

With the close of that great struggle came an increased neces-
gity for revenues to pay the Nation's debts, to pay pensions, to
assist in the building of railways, to improve the great rivers
and harbors, and the revenues were derived principally under

the policy of protection. "We said that the foreigner paid most
of the tax; you said it was paid by the individual who con-
sumed. Well, T can not stop your saying that, and you can
not ‘stop my ‘saying the other; but, lo and bebold, what
have we achieved? Under this policy of protection we have
prospered, until we now have over one-fourth of all the wealth
of all the wworld, and it is better. distributed amongst our
02,000,000 -of people than is the wealth of any other nation in
the world. Now, it may be that you Democrats could have done
a great deal better, and if T swere to make ‘that charge you
would confess it [Inughter]; but there is no way of turning the
hands back on the dial, and I suppose you will just have to
aceept the results, because if you had continued that policy of
servile labor for svhich you fought, the South, instead of having
a renaissance, instead of having dmprovement of land and all
values, instead of having incrensed production by three, would
new, in my judgment, be practically deserted.

But what has that got to do with Canada? T will ask to
have the map brought in. I always believe in kindergarten in-
struction. [Laughter and applaiise.] I learned more readily
in that way than in any other.

The time came when we found it was necessary to improve
our ngricilture; and I thank God for the instruction that is
being given in our colleges, in our agricultural papers, and by
our experts. I thank God that all over the country we are not
wasting the natural resources of the soil as we did when corn
was burned for fuel. We are improving all along the line now,
and in no section is the improvement more neticeable than in
the Bouth.

T was ‘born in North Carolina, and when 4 years old, in the
arms of my mother, was moved over the mountnins. The
family went to ‘the Wabash, and my good old mother mever
ceased mourning for the magnificent climate of North Caro-
lina. My father, when :a young man, heélped to found a college
down mnear Greensboro, N. C. A few years ago I aceepted an
invitation to attend its commencement. T arrived the day
before the eommencement, and I went around with Prof. Halibs
through the section of country in the vicinity of Greensboro.

PROSPERITY RETURNS TO TIE EOUTH.

I visited the old farm where I was born, and found there
every evidence of prosperity and thrift. As I remembered the
plaee, it was crossed by deep gullies and was not good for very,
muclh. T asked the farmer how he got the land into such a
prosperous state. He replied that he began by throwing a dam
across each gully, se that fhe dirt washed in and leveled up fthe
land. Then he had found the use of clover and cowpeas and
improved the land, and that while he had paid only $10 an acre
for it a few years before, he had within a few days refused $25
per acre. I asked if any other agency were at work in bringing
about this increase than his own labor and intellizence. “Oh,
yes,” said he, “we have railroads and factories mow. Over
here at Greensboro they have large factories, and I find there
a market for my chickens and eggs and all the small fruit I
have to sell.”

I was amazed at the evidences of progress on every side, and
if I had been taken into Greensboro blindfolded I would have
remarked, “ How marvelously has the city of Peoria, or the city
of Quincy, improved.”

So that renanissance in agriculture is mot only going on in
New York and in New England, but is going on in the South.
The quickening life of other industries furnishes a market.

I went out to the old Quaker graveyard and even there I
could trace the progress.of -that country. The first little monu-
ments were 2 or 8 feet high, but gradually higher ones were
added, until the monuments of the last 8 or 10 years compare
favorably with those erected in any prosperous community.
The graveyard told the story.

I am interested in seeing North Carolinn, Tennessee, Georgia,
South Caroling, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkaneas, all 'the South-
ern States, diversify .their industries and restore their lands.

With our enterprising people, the most enterprising in the
history of the human race, the Mississippi Valley bottom lands
will discount a dozen Niles in Egypt in production. I am anx-
ious to sce them reclaimed, and by the aid and cooperation of
our 92,000,000 of people, as the Federal Government performs
its function, the rivers tributary to the Mississippl will be
made good outlets for the tile, and when that land is drained
it is the best land on earth.

I want to ask—and I would like to have an answer from
any gentleman on the other side from the Southland—Is it not
true that in the last 10 years, certainly in the last 20 years,
the value of your lands, improved and unimproved, has doubled
and been multiplied by three? * Oh, well,” you say, “ we raise
cotton down there, and we have a monepoly of that production.”
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But do you know that last year, with a bumper crop of corn,
ageregating three thousand million bushels in the United States,
you raised In the Southland, in addition to your valuable cot-
ton erop, one-third of that great corn erop—a thousand millions
of bushels?

You may say, ‘“ The wheat farmers over in Canada with their
cheap lands do not bother us.” I will show you in a moment.
Counting Missouri, Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas, the South-
Jand produced almost one-third of the magnificent wheat crop
of 1910, I will insert the actual fizures later. If you did not
raise a bushel of corn or a bushel of wheat or a bushel of oats
or a bushel of barley or a bushel of potatoes, Irish or sweet,
you would be interested. If you did not raise anything but
cotton you would be interested, just as much as we of the
Northland who do not raise cotton and who are liberal custom-
ers of yours, as you would be liberal customers of ours under
the same cirenmstances. The South is growing more and more
able to live within itself, and as she grows more and more
able to do that her income will be greater and greater, and
your fellow citizens all over the country will get their share as
you get yours of the general prosperity.

Just here I want to call the attention of the honorable
Speaker of the House to the interest the farmers of Missouri
have in this bill. Missouri is a banner agricultural State. Her
production of hay, oats, corn, barley, and frults is enormous.
In 10 years the value of Missouri farm lands has been more
than doubled, and in 1910 that State produced more than
25,000,000 bushels of wheat,

I desire to inquire of my friend from Oklahoma [Mr. Ferris],
who made a speech yesterday, what he will say to the people
of Oklahoma, in whose growth and progress we all take pride,
and which also produced in 1910 more than 25,000,000 bushels
of wheat, when they complain that you have brought in com-
petition with their products the almost illimitable production
of Canada?

OUR OWN CITIZENS MUST DEFEND THE FLAG.

Recollect, if there is war, every citizen of the United States
is called upon to defend the Republic. If there are school
houses to build, if there are colleges to found, if there are
railronds to maintain, if there are factories to construct, if
labor is to be furnished, we can rely only on our own people.
In the event of trouble, how much in taxes would Canada con-
tribute for fhe preservation of the Republic? In the event of
war, how many soldiers from Canada would fight the battles of
the great Republic? How many of Canada’s people would con-
tribute to education in the United States? The college pro-
fessors flourish and expound their delightful theories: *“All
mankind are brothers; all men are equal,” Very good generali-
ties, but all men are not equal from the intellectual standpoint.
Some men are born simple-minded, some go to the insane
asylum, some are weak, some are strong, some are wise, and
some are wiser.

Mr. MURDOCEK. And otherwise. [Laughter.]

Mr. CANNON. Yes; and otherwise. I am reminded that I

have spoken an hour. I must hurry along, because there are
several other matters I want to talk about.
. Gentlemen, there come times in the history of a generation
when those who have had the kindergarten instruction are in
the minority. To the young who come in you may theorize and
preach, but they know better, and § per cent of them—a per-
centage that holding the balance of power work a politieal
revolution, five off one side and five on the other—have to learn
through their stomachs what they do not learn through their
heads. [Laughter.] This is true sometimes, not only of men in
the shops, on the farm, and on the railways, but of men in
office, and I have known it to be true of Members of Congress.
[Laughter.] It is not a theory, whether it is your doxy or my
doxy, that I care about, but facts. What will this bill do to
us or for us?

It is 3,700 miles across Canada from ocean to ocean, Iight
millions of people oceupy that land, while we have 92,000,000.
The countries were seitled about the same time. The people
of Canada are good people. We have had lots of them come
to this country, and they have made good citizens. They came
because it was for their interest to come. Now they have
waked up. Great Britain is a wise country, a far-reaching
country. The sun never sets on her possessions. Far away
India, the Straits Settlements, Africn, Asia, Europe, North
America—all in greater or less degree are under the magic
wand of that great people. They are our brothers, our uncles,
our fathers, and grandfathers, and if anybody thinks the people
of Canada are fools they are mistaken. What have they in
railway development? s

Here (indicating on a map) is the Hudson Bay; here is the
49th parallel of latitude, the boundary between Canada and the

United, States. Canada has to-day, with 8,000,000 people,
24,000 miles of railway. We have 92,000,000 people, with a ter-
ritory comparatively well settled, and we have 240,000 miles of
railway. It is said our lands have been taken up, but there are
large areas of public land in western Kansas, Nebraska, the
Dakotas, Washington, and all over that great western country
which, with improved agriculture and with better farming, all
things considered, would make the best lands in the world.

It is said there is no danger from a free market with Canada
go far as our wheat is concerned. Let us see about that. The
President in his message says practically that this bill will
eventually reduce the cost of living and will not reduce the
price of the farmer's produects in the United States. Our Presi-
dent is a great man and I have great respect for him. I voted
for him, and I apprehend that I will vote for him again. I am
not here to abuse him, but I would like to see him demonstrate
the proposition that it will not impair the farmer’s prices and
yet®will still reduce the cost of living. [Laughter and ap-
plause.]

CANADIAN RAILWAY DEVELOPMENT BY SUBSIDIES.

The Canadian Pacific Railroad stretches across the country
to Vancouver, with substantially 10,000 miles in Canada and
4,000 miles in the United States. The 24,000 miles of railway
built in Canada have received over $300,000,000 in aid from that
Government and 55,000,000 acres of the best cereal producing
land, excluding corn, on earth. The stock of the Canadian
Pacifie, as I recall, amounts to $1,300,000,000. My friend from
New York says that is too high, that that is the amount of the
stock of all the Canadian railroads. However, its stock yester-
day, I believe—a 10 per cent stock, was quoted at 224 or 225.
The stock of the Union Pacific Railroad, one of the best equipped
railroads on earth, is a 10 per cent stock and lhas never de-
faulted, but it is quoted at about 170.

The Canadian Pacific has also great steamship lines aided by
the Canadian Government to the extent of a million and a half
dollars bounty annually, and those steamship lines reach Japan,,
Hongkong, Australin, and San Francisco, and run down the
South American coast and across the ocean to Liverpool.

Then comes the Grand Trunk, running from Quebec and Mon-
ireal to Winnipeg, branching out with three or four lines and
running up here [indicating on map] from Manitoba, through
the two great Provinces of Saskatchewan and Alberta, I
understand it is also extending its line by Government aid to
the Pacific coast, and that the extensions are soon to be com-
pleted. Already there is another great transcontinental system,
the Canada Northern, belng constructed by Government aid.
It is connecting up the smaller roads that have been con-
structed, touches Winnipeg, and will have a terminus on the
Pacific coast at a point not yet determined upon, but in the
yvicinity of Prince Rupert. Already it has, if I remember
aright, over 2,500 miles constructed, and I read in the New
York Sun that it has contracted for the construction, I be-
lieve, of four or five hundred miles this year. So that all things
considered, the railroad development in Canada is simply won-
derful. What good are the railroads going to do? Why do
they build them? To aid in the settlement and development of
a vast territory capable of producing vast quantities of grain.

I speak of the President respectfully, because I entertain the
highest respect for him, but if he makes a mistake touching a
policy or recommendation it does not absolve me. I have a
warrant from the people—mot as many as he has a warrant
from, but from the people that I represent in my vote here,
and when I vote my vote affects also the people of New Jersey
and Florida and all the country, and I must follow my own
judgment, I have done so in the past, and, God helping me,
I will in the future after investigadion follow my judgment,
whatever Presidents may recommend. [Applause.] His duty
is to veto or approve my action when it reaches him, not to
dictate it. [Renewed applause.] i

Mr. Chairman, I am a Member of this body, and proud of it,
I Dbelieve in it. It has its duty under the Constitution, and
God helping me, whoever is President, and however the Senate
is composed, while I hold official position I will walk in the
shadow of my own judgment as God gives me to see the light,
although I tread the path alone. [Applause.]

The President in his message congratulates the country on
the making of the so-called reciprocity agreement, and says in
effect that we have been alded greatly in developing the United
States by immigration from Canada. IIe says further—I do
not quote him literally—that it is well for our patriotic, wise,
and experienced farmers to go over into the promised land
and help in the development of Canada. Now, let us see about
that. In the last two years, if I recollect right, about 800,000
American farmers went over into Canada. DBut it is said,
“That is a new country; don't you know, Mr, Canxox, that
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the people in the United States are to be greatly bencfited by
getting free whent from that country,” and the gentleman from
Connecticut [Mr. Hmx] says that the improved farms in
Cananda are worth as much as they are in New York, if T
remember correctly. A

Mr, HILL.: The gentleman did not understand.

Mr. CANNON. Then, I will stand corrected.

Mr. HILL. The gentleman misunderstands a great many
things,

Mr., CANNON. Oh, well, one thing at a time. I am not
clothed with all wisdom; I do not have all kinds of statistical
knowledge crowded into my head at all kinds of angles, and
the power to defend the industries of Connecticut at one session,
of Congress and attack the industries of the balance of the
couniry at another. [Cheers and applause.]

WHEAT LANDS IN CANADIAN NORTHWEST.

Now, how much wheat did Canada produoce in the year 19097
In round numbers, if I recollect right, 166,000,000 bushels.
Where was it grown? All except about 19,000,000 bushels
grown in eastern Canada was produced in Manitoba, in far-
away Saskatchewan, in far-away Alberta, with a very little
bit in British Columbia. That shows what that new country
can do. How much of the land there is under cultivation?
Under cultivation in fhese three Provinces last year there were
less than 12,000,000 acres, What says the deputy minister of
agriculture of the Province of Alberta? George Harcourt, deputy
minister of agriculture for the Province of Alberta, in 1909, made
this report:

Of the eountry which is known the area eapable of producing grain
is 220,000,000 acres. The total area In crops last year wns 11,257,870
acres, producing a total crop of 240,000,000 bushels. The unol‘.cuxpled
land in the future will produce at least 5,000,000,000 bushels. This is
not the end. There 18 n great northern country, the McKenzie Basin,
which is capable of protlucing grain, (Canadian Yearbook.)

I cite the following as to wheat production in the United
States and Canada, and the figures are taken from oflicial Gov-
ernment reports:

TWheat statisiies.
DBushels.
Wheat produced in United States, 1910 oo _.___ 691, 767, 000
Wheat exportell L ___________.___ bushelgs_. 24, 257, 302 50. 022, 501
Flour exported-_..8,370,251 barrels=bushels. 85,0066, 120f Y Y= v=
Wheat consumed in United States 031, 843, 470
Wheat profuced 1n Canada, 1900 166, 744, 000
SRt (eXpOTTel e oo S bushels__ 49, 000, u{}n} 53, 500, 000
Flour exported___1,000,000 barrels==bushela_ 4,500, 000 =) '
Wheat consumed in Canada 113, 244, 000
Whent produced in Canada, 1900 166, 744, 00D
Wheat produced in Manitoba— .~ bushels__ 52, 706, 000
Wllieat pmc‘ilucet:ll !fn S;}:i}katchewun____do____ 83. '1'26 i ggg
The odu [hy i R [ SR y
SR Tookes T 147, 482, 000
WWheat produced in remainder of Cannda__________ 18, 262 000

The three Provinces of Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and Alberta
produced this yield of wheat with less than 12,000,000 acres
under cultivation. They have an available area suited to the
cultivation of wheat of 220,000,000 acres.

Bushels.
Avern; ield of wheat per acre, Canada, 1000 213
Avaragg giald of wheat Ecr acre, Un.ttednktntcs. {11 ) Pt SRR 164
Wheat statistics, 1910.
[Crop Reporter, Department of Agriculture, 1910.]
Bushels,
Minnesota 04, 080, 000
North Dakota. 30, 105, 000
South Dakota.. 40, 720, 000
Washington 25, 6034, 000
Oregon 16, 413, 000
Idaho 12, 603, 000
Montann 10, 470, 000
Total 241, 994, 000
Wheat produced in Southern States (including Kensas and Oklahoma).
Bushels,

Maryland 13, 816, 000
Virginia 10, 176, 000
West Virginia 6, 125, 000
North Carolina 7,433, 000
South Carolina 4, 983, 000
Georgin_ 2, T80, vuY
Missourl 25, 130, 000
Kentucky 9, 600, 000
Kansas 2, 068, 000
Ten 10, G47, 000
Alabamn 1, 500, 000

Mississippl T8, 00
Texas 18, T80, 000D
Oklahoma 25, 363, 000
Arkansas 2,710, 000
New Mexico 800, 000
Arizona 379, 000
Total 201, 438, 000

AMERICAN FARMERS GO TO CANADA. .

But some one says, “ Mr. CAxNON, our improved lands are sub-
stantially the same price as Canadian improved land.” Granted,
The price of improved lands in the farming districts of New York
is substantinally the same, as I understand, as these in Ontario,
and perhaps tga price of land in Massachusetts, Vermont, and
New Hampshire is substantially the smine as the price of land in
Quebec and perhaps in Nova Scotia. I am only approxi-
mating; but let us see. When you lose an industrious farmer
who understands the science of farming, with his wife and his
children, you lose more than money. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.] A few days ago Mr. Earling, manager of the
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railroad and brother of its
president, did me the honor to call on me to pay his respects.
I was glad to see him. I asked, “Are you carrying lots of home
seekers on that great rond of yours?” He replied, “A good
many.” I inguired, “ Where are they going—to the Dakotas
and on to Montana and Washington?” * No,” he replied, “ we
are carrying more than we ever carried, but swe are only carry-
ing them as far as Minneapolis.” I asked him why they stopped
at Minneapolis, and he answered, “They transship for Mani-
toba and Saskatchewan and Alberta.” One-half, two-thirds—
yes; more than that—of the 200,000,000 acres of land in the
Provinces of Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and Alberta—and a great
portion of them are as good as the sun ever shone upon—may,
be homesteaded, and if a man lives on the homestead for a
year and turns over the sod on 30 acres, he takes title in fee.
Then he can buy an adjacent quarter section, if it has not yet
been taken up, at the Government price. In addition, there
is much of the 55,000,000 acres of land granted by the Gov-
ernment to the railways which is subject to settlement on
favorable terms. And yet Liverpool fixes the price of our
grain say my friends who agree with the President, and all this
will not make any differcnce in the price!

Now let us inquire about that. The freight rate on wheat
from Winnipeg to Liverpool is less than it is from Minneapolis
to Liverpool, I have made inquiry about this, and I speak by
the book. Will some gentleman be kind enough to explain to
me in his own time why it is, under such circumstances, that
the price of wheat, equal in quality, as shown by the report of
the Tariff Doard called for by a resolution of the Senate, av-
erages from 10 to 12 cents more per bushel the year round in
Minneapolis than in Winnipeg? Last year the magnificent crop
of wheat in the United States, amounting to nearly 700,000,000
bushels, was all consumed in ithe United States except about
60,000,000 bushels,

What was the per capitn consumption of wheat in the United
States last year? Nearly 7 bushels. TWhat a contrast that
is 1o the condition I 1894. In that year, in spite of a good crop
of wheat in the United States, conditions were bad. I am mnot
stating why they were bad; I am not seeking to play politics by
referring to what happened while the Democratic Party had
full possession of the Government; but I call attention to it in
order to illustrate the point. In the four years from 1593 to
1897 there was a minimum of consumption of wheat—not more
than about 4 bushels to each inhabitant. If I recollect aright,
for one year, 1894, it was less than 8% bushels, In that year
of lowest per capita consumption the price of wheat was the
lowest we have had in 50 years—less than 50 cents a bushel to
the farmer., What was the reason? Who buys the wheat after
the farmer consumes his share? The other two-thirds of the
people in the United States. A falling off in the consumption
of wheat at the rate of 1 bushel to each inhabitant in the
United States represents a loss of 02,000,000 bushels. Last year
we had a great crop, and more than six-seventlis of it was con-
sumed here. Less than 70,000,000 bushels of it went abroad.

Between 6 and 7 bushels per capita was retained in this
country for consumption. Why? Decause our people—the men
on the railroads, the men in the factorles, and in other
branches—were fairly well employed. They received increased
wages. There was a great cry raised by politicians, by the col-
lege professors, and others as to the high cost of living; and
yet two-thirds of the people, I will say to the gentleman from
New Jersey, earned sufficient wages to consume 6% bushels of
wheat to each man, woman, and child, and they had {the where-
with to pay for it. In the four years from 1893 to 1897 the
average consumption was a little less than 4 bushels per capita.
Why? Hundreds of thousands of men were tramping; three
or four millions of men were out of employment, or on short
employment. v

FATM PRICESE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS DECLINE.,

Let us pursue that policy whereby we adjust our production
so that it is consumed substantially in the United States. Let
us do as other nations do, and pursue that policy which is for
our best interest, When a man says to. me that Liverpool fixes
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the price of grain for this crop of over 600,000,000 bushels of
wheat, five-sixths of which is consumed in the United States, I
say to him that I will believe him when he shows me that the
tail wags the dog. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Since the election on the Sth day of November last, when our
Democratie friends sueceeded in carrying the House of Itepre-
sentatives by a majority of over 60, the farm price of agricul-
tural products in the United States has decreased more than
25 per cent. The value of the product of labor and effort in
other lines of industry, however, has not depreciated since that
event. The wazes of the employee in the factory, on the rail-
road, and in the mine have not been reduced, and I hope they
will not be, although I could wish that there were a surer
foundation for the hope than at present exists.

The cost of food products to the ultimate consumer, after
they have passed through the hands of those who distribute, has
not decreased in any commensurate proportion to the decrease
in the farm price of agricultural products; in fact, prices at
retail are almost as high, considering the season, as they were
last November. ;

The farmer is not to blame for this condition. Although the
farm value of his products has decreased over one-fourth, there
have been no strikes on the part of the farmer. He is patient,
patriotic, loyal, and is willing to bear his share of losses which
come under the natural laws of trade. He is willing to sub-
mit te that law which should regulate all commerce in the
United States, namely, the regulation of price by the supply
and the demand.

I ask the question, What would have happened in the United
States if the compensation of those who employ labor had been
reduced one-fourth and if the wages of labor on railway, in
factory, and in other industries had been cut in proportion?
All over the country men now employed would be idle. There
would be strikes, disorder, and panie, involving bankers, mer-
chants, and the whole body politic.

Notwithstanding all this, the Democratic Party, with their
enormons majority in the House, will pass this misecalled reci-
procity bill, which will result in prosperity for our Canadian
neighbors and bankruptey for those engaged in agriculture in
the United States.

This result may not come in a day, a week, or a month, but
if this bill is enacted into law so long as it remains upon the
statute book the situation will grow more and more acute, and
while the burden will rest primarily upon those engaged in
agriculture, no man lives to himself alone. Whatever inju-
riously affects the one-third of our population engaged in agri-
culture must inevitably react on and injure the other two-

_thirds. When the ability of the one-third to purchase the
products of the other two-thirds is impaired, there must neces-
sarily be a halting and slackening of production in all lines of
industry, and we will have widespread panie and bankruptcey.

Some one says the northern railroads want this bill. Yes;
some of them do; in fact, many of them do. One of the great-
est men, in my judgment, in the United States, Mr. James J.
Iill, a great railroad and empire builder, for whom I have the
highest respect, heartily advocates this bill. He has builded
a great railroad system from the Lakes to the Pacific Ocean,
running near our northern boundary. I would rather agree
with James J, Hill, Democrat as he is, than to disagree with
nhim: but in my opinion the man is worse than an infidel who
cares not for his own household. [Applause on the Republican
gide.] Here [indieating] is his railroad running up near the
Cunadian line, and you can count, as I have counted—and I
think I have counted correctly—20 branch lines or spurs reach-
ing over into this “ poor” country of Manitoba, of Saskatche-
wan, and of Alberta. Iow poor that country is! Why, the
eloquent gentleman from Indlana [Mr. CrunmPackER], for whom
I have great respect, in his speech made me wonder why there
was so mueh fuss made about this proposed reciprocity agree-
ment, for he seemed to prove, satisfactorily to himself at any
rate, that this land would wear out in his lifetime or mine.
Well, we have the reports in regard to it, and they show that
it has a magnificent subsoil.

CLIMATIC CONDITIONS FAVORABLE TO WITEAT.

I went to the Weather Bureau to ascertain about the climate
in these Provinces. I told them that I had read about the
Japan current, that I had read about the long hours of sun-
ghine during the erop season in northern Canada, and that I
wanted to know about it. I asked them to make me a map,
and after a week they sent me this one [indicating]. These red
lines [indicating] are the heat lines. This one [indicating]
starts away down here, not a great way from the central part
of northern New York, and runs away up almost to 54° 40'’.
These lines indicate that they have as much heat in Canada
during the crop season, and more, than in North Dakota, These

other lines indicate precipitation. I think I have asked the gen-
tleman from North Dakota [Mr, HaxNNA] more questions, per-
haps, than anybody else in regard to this matter in my effort to
learn about the section of the country in which he lives.

As I have said, the crop season is from April to August. I
asked him, * How about the wheat lands up there?” ** Why,”
snid he, “they are all right.” * Well,” said I, “ don't you get
nipped with the frost?" He said, * Florida had her orange groves
frozen a few years ago; you lost a wheat crop within your own
recollection in Illinois and Iowa; you had the great corn crop
in 1863 or 1864 absolutely killed before the middle of August.
You have got to run those risks everywhere in the Temperate
| Zone, north or south.”

Now, last year there was not enough moisture In North Da-
kota, and the erop was short about § bushels to the acre—the
gentleman from North Dakota will correct me if my statement
is inaceurate—but in Alberta, here, and in Saskatchewan, a
little to the north, I think they raised in the neighborhood of
20 bushels to the acre. They had a little more moisture there,
The dews were heavier. Farther north they had a little more
sunshine. After the closest study I have Leen able to give the
matter T have no hesitation in saying that in these three Prov-
inces, without going into the McKenzie Basin, here [indicating],
which reaches away up to the sixtieth degree of latitude and
above, tempered by the current that comes from the Pacific
Ocean and by the winds that down in the State of Washing-
ton are called the chinook winds, with the Rocky Mountains
lower, with the Coast Range almost obliterated—I say to you
there is as much moisture during the crop season throughout
all this country here, up to Prince Rupert, including British
Columbia, as there is in North Dakota; as much as there is in
South Dakota and northern Michigan; and as much asg at Port
Arthur, in the magnificent Province of Omtario, which reaches
down like a wedge between New York on one side and Michi-
gan on the other.

The average temperature at Edmonton, 225 miles north of
the border line between Canada and the United States, is the
same a8 at Kalispel, Mont,, and Port Arthur on Lake Superior,

Calgary, 150 miles north of the border line, has the same
average mean temperature as Duluth, Minn., Alpena, Mich.,
Devils Lake, N. Dak., Cheyenne, Wyo., and Denver, Colo.

There is more rainfall in the erop season 100 miles north
of dmonton than in any part of the States of Washington,
Tdaho, Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, or northern North Dakota,
and Minnesota, and the same rainfall as in North and South
Dakota.

Calgary has the same precipitation as the northwestern part
of the United States.

WE BHOULD CARE FOR OUR OWN.

Now, it is up to us to say whether we will care for our own,
Will we continue to develop our own country from east to west
and from north to south, or will we, without one iota of com-
pensation, throw open our markets fo all the agricultural
produets of the rapidly developing country in Canada?

Nations care for their own, These 92,000,000 of people of ours
not only have to be strong enough, but wire enough, to face the
world and pursue that policy that is the best for them.

Now, I want to say to the gentiemen from New York and
Massachusetts and New England that in the Inst 10 years
hundreds of millions of dollars have been added to the value
of your farm lands—enough to make up for the loss sustained
prior to 1900, while we were developing the great West.

New York and New England had 7,200,000 acres of agrienl-
tural lands abandoned Dbefween 1880 and 1900. There was a
reduction of $260,000,000 in the value of farm lands and build-
ings in the same States in the same period.

Ohio also lost $01,000,000 in tlhie value of farm lands and
buildings in the same time.

1llinois increased the value of farm lands and buildings in the
same time $756,000,000.

The losses in the East have been recovered in the last 10 years,

New Eungland increased the value of farm lands and build-
ings £183,000,000 since 1900.

Connecticut had a loss of $24,000,000 in such values from
1880 to 1900 and a gain of $39,000,000 from 1900 to 1010,

Maine had a loss of £6,500,000 in such values from 1880 to
1000 and a gain of $61,000,000 in the last 10 years.

Vermont's loss for the 20 years prior to 1900 was $206,000,000,
and her gain since that year $29,000,000.

New Hampshire lost $5,500,000 from 1880 to 1900 and galned
$15,500,000 in the last 10 years.

Massachusetts lost $19,000,000 in the value of farm lands and
farm buildings between 1880 and 1890 and gained $54,000,000 in
the same values in the last 20 years, $33,000,000 of that in-

crease being credited to the last 10 years.
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Rhode Tsland lost $2,000,000 in similar values from 1880 to
1900, and gained $4,000,000 from 1900 to 1910.

The losses in value on farm lands and farm buildings from
1880 to 1900 in New England alone amounted to $53,000,000,
and the gains in the same section in the last 10 years amounted
to $183,000,000. :

New York's farm lands. and farm bulildings were worth
$168,000,000 less in 1900 than in 1880 and $288,000,000 more
in 1910 than in 1900.

The Empire State in the last 10 years recovered her losses of
the preceding 20 years and added $120,000,000 as a net gain over
the values she had in 1880, when her farms began to decline.

The average value of farm lands per acre increased in the
last 10 years as follows:

g Per cent.
P e e B R B e e e s 5
Massachusetts __________ a2
Vermont 30
Connecticut _ 43
Rhode Island 17
New Hampshire i 40
New York- 31
Pennsylvania -~ SR 14
Illinois ——__ 106
Indinna 04
Jowa __ e 120
Michigan B3
Minnesota 76
Missouri 104

So I say that the renaissance in agriculture has come to the
East as well as the West, and by this legislation you propose to
check that return of the American farmer-to his old-time
prosperity.

HARRISON AND BLAINE ON RECIPROCITY,

There has never been a time when Canada was not earnestly
knocking at the doors of the United States for the admission,
without tax or tariff, of her agricultural products., I do not
care whether you eall it reciprocity or free gift. Gentlemen
will recall the treaty of 1854 and its subsequent repeal. I will
not go back to that; that is behind us. In 1892 Canada, through
the British minister, asked the administration of Benjamin Har-
rison, Blaine being Secretary of State, to receive delegates from
Canada to cooperate with the British minister in making a reci-
procity agreement, They came. Harrison tellsitin a few words:

Here is what President Harrison said in his last message,
December 6, 1802:

During the past year a suggestlon was reecelved through the British
minister that the Canadian Government would llke to confer as to the
possibility of enlarging upon terms of mutual advantage the commer-
cial exchanges of Canada and the United States, and a conference was
held at Washington, with Mr. Blaine acting for this Government and
the British minister at this ecapitdal and three members of the Domin-
fon cabinet acting as commissioners on the part of Great Britain.

The conference developed the fact that the Canadian Government was
only preEarcd to offer to the United States in exchange for the conces-
glons asked the admisslon of natural products. The statement was
frankly made that favored rates could not be given to the United States
ag agalnst the mother country. This admission, which was foreseen,
necessarlly terminated the conference upon this question. The benefits
of an exchange of natural products would be almost wholly with the
people of Canada. .

Now, what is a natural product? O, the air, the ocean, the
mountainsg, the coal in the ground, the forest, the soil, the iron
ore in the ground, the limestone for the flux, the clay for the
brick. But when the coal becomes coke, when the cluy becomes
fire brick, are these products natural products? No; because
the mining of the coal requires labor; the coking of the coal
requires labor. The man who digs the fire clay puts into it his
labor; the man who mines the iron ore contributes his labor.
Wherever the hand of man makes matter assume a shape that
is useful to the human family, when it leaves his hand it has
ceased to be a natural product and has become n finished prod-
ust. [Applause on the Republican side.] What temerity to
call a product a natural product after it has been touched by
the hand of Jabor! I believe this bill is greatly in the interest
of Canada, without compensating benefit to the United States,
In support of that view I want to quote from the report of the
proceedings in the Canadian IMouse of Commons. They have
the English system in Canada, and Sir Wilfrid Laurier has been,
I bhelieve, prime minister for 16 years. He is a man of great
ability and a candid man.

PREMIER LAURIER SAYS IT BENEFITS CANADA.

In addressing the Canadian House of Commons on March 7
on this proposed, miscalled reciprocity agreement, amongst
other things Sir Wilfrid Laurier said:

We—

Referring to Canada—

are, dbove all, an agricultural people. Our chief wealth is the
of these products of the Temperate Zone. YWhat are they?

rowth
fruits,

XLVIT 20

cereals, and vegetables: and it is our boast—not an Idle boast, but a
boast founded on actunl experience—that in cereals, vegetables, and
fruit we can, without exaggeration, beat the world.

Will you accept Mr, Laurier as a proper witness? Again, he
says:

All that we nsk under these resolutions is to obtain for the man who
works in the fleld the best possible remuneration for his labor.

And then he compliments the minister of finance, Mr. Field-
ing, and the minister of customs, Mr. Patterson, who negoti-
ated in secret this agreement with our Secretary of State. If
the people of the United States had been informed what they
were up to, in my judgment, their indignation would have thun-
dered throughout the country until no Secretary of State would
have dared make the agreement. [Applause on the Republican
side.]

Sir Wilfrid Lauriler thanks these two men for having ob-
tained from the United States such an advantageous arrange-
ment, and having obtained it without the sacrifice of any
Canadian interest. [Laughfer and applause on the Republican
side.] Again, Sir Wilfrid Laurier says:

I stated a moment ago that the agreement we made is simply to get
better prices for the products of the Canndian farmer.

[Applause on the Republican side.]

Now, that is the statement of the man who is responsible for
the Canadian Government. The man responsible in an executive
capacity for our Government says: * Noj; Sir Wilfrid, you are
wrong.”

Again Mr, Laurier says, and I want your attention to this:

Then there Is the cattle trade. Years ago we had a cattle trade
with Great Britain. We have some yet, but it Is not as large as it
ought to be, because everybody knows that it has been constantly re-
tarded by the exchange embargo put upon it some 20 years ago or so,
and therefore If we are not able to sell all the cattle we can ralse in
Great Britaln, there is a ready market in the United States.

[Applause on the Republican side.]

Again, the Canadian premier says:

We are cxporters not of manufactured produets, but of natural prod-
ucts, and we are large importers of manufactured products; and we
have given to the Americans a free entrance to our markets only for
thelr natural products, as they have given us a free entrance to their
market for our natural products.

Again, he says:

It 1s not a great cffort of imagination to sn?pase that the Americans
were far more concerned about obtaining reciprocity in manufactured
products than in natoral produects; but our negotiators would not con-
sent to any reciprocity in manufactured products, but insisted on lim-
iting the agreement simply to such manufactured products as agricul-
tural implements.

Mr. Laurier is a remarkably ecandid and square man. He
wants this legislation for the protection and benefit of the
agriculturists in Canada. I am against it, because I believe it
will work grave injury to the one-third of our people enzaged
in agriculture and inevitably to all our people, because if the
agriculturist does not prosper, if his lands are sold for taxes,
if his numbers decrease, if his production falls off, if he be-
comes a starvation consumer for the factories in Connecticut
and in Massachusetfs that weave the clothing, the whole people
are bound to suffer.

STEEL TRUST FAVORS THE AGREEMENT,

Now I want to refer to one or two other matters. The gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr., UNpERwoon] represents that great
district in which Birmingham is situated, where God Almighty,
when he threw matter into space, placed side by side the iron
ore and the limestone and the coal, It is said that the great
United States Steel Corporation—and I have no abuse for it as
long as it performs its functions for the benefit of all the
people—has so large an interest in the district which my friend
represents that it iIs very desirous that this bill should pass.
My information is accurate, for I have it in black and white
from a man who ought to know.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Wil the gentleman yleld?

Mr. CANNON. I will yield to the gentleman,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I want to state to the gentleman from
Illinois that I am not in the confidence of the United States
Steel Corporation. They do own about one-third of the iron
ore in my distriet, a very valuable property. I am satisfied the
gentleman from Illinois can inform the House as to its plan of
proca&dure better than I can, [Applause on the Democratie
side,

Mr., CANNON. After all, that is gratuitous. I did not speak
of the gentleman personally in connection with this matter, T
spoke of the factors in his district, which is being so magnifi-
cently developed. I want to say that if he could construe what
I said into a reflection on him personally, it scems to me he
would have to strain the construction.
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Now, I will look my friend in the eye and say that I never,
directly or imdirectly, had any interest in the United States
Steel Corporation, nor did any relative of mine. That great
corporation may or may not be violating the lnw. If it is, let
it be prosecuted. But, as it is a great corporation, and as I
have, as I think, been reliably informed that it believes this
agreement ought to be ratified, I made that statement.

Mr. UNDERWOOD:. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON. Certainly.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. In what I said I intended to make no
reflection: on the gentleman’s personality, but merely meant to
imply that the gentleman, speaking from the standpoint of the
Republican Party, must of nceessity be very much closer to the
Steel Corperation than I was, speaking from the standpoint of
the Democratic Party. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MANN. That is the case with all industries.

Mr. CANNON. I am proud of all the industries in this great
Republic—the railroads; the factories, and the furnaces. I am
proud, also, of the great development brought about by that
great organization the Standard Oil Co., no member of which
I have any personal knowledge of directly or indirectly. Its
fleets are upon every ocean. Its production is magnificent. It
reaches with its pipe lines into the distriets represented by my
colleagzue, Dr. Foster, and myself. Our constifuents, Doctor,
were exceedingly anxious to get them to construct their pipe
lines, and now that they have got them, T fancy that, while
some of our constituents are very anxious to damn them, they
would not have them turned out. [Laughter.] The American
people have worked and are working out their own salvation.

THE FREE-LIST BILLS OF 1804

Now, then, one word more. I hold in my hand the bill re-
ported, as I understand, this morning by the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon], placing on the free list agricul-
tural implements and various otber articles. Already in the
Payne law, which has been so cursed and damned, any country
can have free trade with us in agrieultural implements pro-
vided it grants n like concession to us. You now propose to
go further. ¥You say to Great Britain, and you say to every
foreign manufacturer of agricultural implements, come in with-
out price and enjoy the markets of 90,000,000 of people without
yielding anything in return. Canada levies, I believe, a tariff
of from 12% per cent to 20 per cent on agricultural implements.

This i8 not the first time the Demecrats have passed pop-
gun tariff bills through the House. I was here when the
Wilson Iaw was passed. T saw the virile Demoeratic ma-
jority run the steam roller over the minority, and agree en
bloc to 600 Senate amendments without dotting an i or cross-
ing a t. That was: pretty bad. Cleveland said the billl was a
measure of perfidy and dishonor;, and he let the bill become a
lnw without gigning it But it beeame a law all the same, and

the present honored Speaker of the House [Mr. Coarx] spoke:

and voted for it. Then what happened? The gentleman from

Illinois, Mr. Springer, n Democratic Member; rose in his place

and offered @ popgun bill, putting iron ore on the free list.
They just rushed it through by the aid of the steam rollen.
Then, I think, bills placing coal and several other articles on
the free list were passed in the same way. The Democrats in
the House said, “We will show the people that we are willing
to make a free list.” They thought that was fine polities. TWe
were just entering upon the campaign in the fall of 1804, and
after that election the Republienn Party ecame back into the
House with n majority of something like 120. Oh, yes; you
passed the Wilson bill as you propose to pass fhe reciprocity
bill—without amendment—and you passed popgun bills putting
numerous articies on the free list, just as you propose to do
now. When I was a boy I read about that wonderful bird, the
ostrich, with its small head and great body, and when it wanted:
to hide it stuck its head in the sand. I used to wonder how
that ostrich looked. I saw how it looked when you passed
those bills. [Laughter.] TIistory repeats itself.

Pass your popgun bills through, but they will not, in my
judgment, serve you any better than similar bills served your
ostrich brethren in 1894,

* Oh,” it is said, *“ we must pass this bill as it is, because if
it Is amended Canada won’t have it.” Who is Iegislating for
the United States—we or Canada? [Applause on the Repnbli-
can glde.] A treaty made under the auspices of Great Britain,
between Canada and France, was hung up in the I'rench Senate
for months. If was sald that it must not be amended or Canada
would not have it; but the French amended it, and provided
that fattened cattle coming into France on the hoof should not
come in mnder the minimum tariff, but should pay the maximum
tax. They amended it from the standpoint of the interest of
the people of France.

The treaty went back to Canada. The negotiations were
ended if Canada did not accept the amendment, Canada did

acecept the amendment. Canada has not yet acted upon this
measure. Would it not be well enough to let Canada speak for
hersclf? Gentlemen, you may pass this bill, and if it is en-
acted into law and disaster comes on aceount of it, the American
sovereign, as you will find out, has a keen eye and a long recol-
lection. [Applause on the Republican side.]

It has been stated that the adoption of the reciprocity agree-
ment will increase our trade with Canada. On evidence that
would Dbe strong enough to Impel me to act upon matters of
great importance to myself or my country, I say that is not its
object at all. Have you noticed the figures of our imports into
Canada?

CAN. WE IMPROVE OUR TRADE WITH CANADAZ

To those who urge that the ratification of the proposed reei-
proeity agreement will expand our trade with Canada and
widen the market in that country for American production, let
me quote from the Canada Yearbook for 1909 the figures of
imports.

In 1909 the total imports into Canada were $309,756,008.
Of this amount, $192,661,360 came from the United States;
$86,257,557 from the British Empire, including Newfoundland;
and $30,857,601 from all ether foreign countries. In. other
words, the United States sent into Canada in the year 1900
$75,566,112 more in products than all the rest of the world, in-
cluding Great Britain and the DBritish possessions.

As showing the growth of the trade of the United States with
Canada, the pereentages furnished by the €anada Yearbook are
even more illuminating, showing, as they do, that the United
States has gradually, year by year, increased its trade with
Canada until in the year 1009 50 per cent of the total imports
into Canada came from the United States.

In 1868, when the Dominion Government was organized. the
percentage of imports from Great Britain into Canada subject
to duty was 64.73 of the total imports subject fo duty; and the
percentage of imports which came in free was 30.82 of the total
imports which caome in free. In the same year the percentage
of imports from Great Britain and the British possessions duti-
able and free to the total imports dutinble and free was 56.08.

The percentage of imperts from the United States to Canada
for the same year subject to duty was 22,93 of the total imports
subject to dnty, and the percentage of imports from the United
States which came in free was 53.96 of the total imports which
were admitted into Canada without payment of duty. The per-
centage of all imports from the United States dutiable and free
to the total imports dutiable and free was 33.77.

Since the year 1868 the propertion of imports from Great
Britain to Canada to imports from the United States has stead-
ily decreased until in 1909 Great Britain sent to Canada only
20.84 per cent of the total dutinble imports admitted to Canada,
16.31 per cent of the total imports admitted into Canada free of
duty, and 24.52 per cent of the total imports of Canada.

The percentages of the United States, on the other hand, had
increased, until in 1909 we sent to Canada 51.56 per cent of her
total dutiable imports, 70.20 per cent of her total free imports,
and 59 per cent of her total importation, dutiable and free.

The average for the 42-year period from 1S6S to 1909 for the
respective countries of Great Britain and the United States is

as follows:
Imported frouy Great Dritain.

Per cont
Dutiable to total dutiable 41, 94
Free to total free___ 22,39

Dutiable and free to all IMpPoOrtse oo e 34. 4D
Importcd from the United States.

Per cent.
Dutiable to tatnl dutiable 43, 15
Freo to total fre 0G5. 76
Dutiable and tree to all imports 51. 24

It is interesting and instructive to note the average ad valorem
rate of duty pnid by American imports into Canada in com-
parison with the average on imports into Cannda from Great
Britain and other countries. In spite of the Canadian preferen-
tial tariff in favorof Great Britain, thefignres show that the low-
est average ad valorem rate is paid by Imports from the United
States. I quote the following figures taken from the Canada
Yearbook, 1909 (p. 225) : Sz K.

o

Average ad valorem rate on dutiable imports into Canada from
Great Britain, 1909 D5. 750
Average ad valotem rate on dutiable imports Into Canada from
t.hr.- “United States, 1900 24, 808
erago ad valorem on all imports into Canada from Great S
13, 247

Br[tnm 1909
Averagoe ad valorem on ail imports Into Cannda from the United
States, 1009
Average ad valorem on dutiable imports into Canada from all

conntries, 1909 27,316
Average ad valorem on all imports into Cananda from =zll conn-
trles, 1909 16, 580

When Canada wanted to make a reciprocity treaty with the
United States in Harrison’s administration they asked permis-
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sion that they might come to Washington and treat. The pend-
ing agreement was initiated upon our invitation, not upon
theirs, and it is the first instance of the kind in the history of
the country.

FREE PRINT PAPER THE ISSUR.

What are we to gain by such an agreement? We have the
lion’s share pf trade with Canada, and at a less ad valorem
than any other country on earth. Why did this invitation go?
What was there that caused this agreement to be initiated with-
out the Secretary of State taking the American people into his
confidence? Now, I am going to present the evidence to you,
you being the jury. There has been a good deal of talk, run-
ning over several years, about the price of print paper. I have
not been under the tongue of good report with the publishers of
our metropolitan newspapers and magazines. I only refer to it
to illustrate the situation. I have no feeling about the matter.
It iﬂI behind us. The publishers can mot now change it, nor
can I.

The Committee on Ways and Means in the Sixtieth Congress
was headed by Mr. Payng, Mr. McCarn, Mr. Darzern, and
others being members. Joux Smarp Wirnnrams introduced his
free print-paper bill, and it went to that committee. As I am
informed, the committee by a unanimous vote, including the
honorable gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoNaworTH ], then and now
a member of that committee, postponed the bill for that session
of Congress, and did not even hold hearings on it. I was
Speaker. They unloaded on me. [Laughter and applause.]
The minority in the House had inaugurated a filibuster that
lasted to the end of the session. It was ably lead by Mr.
WirLiaMms, now a Senator from Mississippl. We had a stormy
time. Newspaper publishers, through their representatives, one
of whom I will name, Mr., Herman Ridder, came to me, de-
manding that I should do something which had never been
done, so far as I know, in the history of the Republic—that I
should recognize some Member, JouHN SHArRP WILLIAMS or
some onée else, on a Monday—suspension day—and move to dis-
charge the Committee on Ways and Means from further con-
sideration of that bill and pass it,

I said that I could not do that; that it would not be just to
my party. I said, “ This is no time, on the eve of a presidential
election, to take such action, and by doing so, if I had any re-
gard for my personal welfare, I would subject myself to legiti-
mate criticism, lose the respect of the minority, receive the
condemnation of the majority, and the disapproval of the coun-
try.” [Applause.]

There was some nasty talk, to which I will not refer, and it is
not necessary to do so; but I have been hammered from that
time to this, though I believe they have let up on me now, inas-
much as I am no longer the Speaker, and I am enjoying a little
season of rest, It isall right. I am 75 years old, and, whatever
they do, when I appear at the gate of either of the places
where men go hereafter [laughter], whether I go where they
wear asbestos halos or those of muslin, I will walk with my
head erect and say, “I retain my own self-respect.” [Loud
applause.]

I am not going far into the matter here. I am going to run
over the personal part of it as rapidly as possible. Many
things happened about that time, and threats were made that
if the tepublican Party did not promptly put print paper upon
the free list that great and good man who headed the Pub-
lishers’ Association, Mr. Herman Ridder, wounld support Mr.
Bryan for the Presidency and contribute $100,000 to his election.

We did not pass that bill, and when the time came Mr. Ridder
was made treasurer of the Democratic national committee, and
I guess he gave you boys on the Democratic side $50,000, did
he not? [Laughter.] The newspapers say so, and I have
never seen it denied. So much for that,

COST OF PRODUCTION HERE AND IN OANADA.

I recollect very well that under the hot attack upon myself
personally, and upon the party of which I was a member, I
looked about for some means of defense, and I introduced a
resolution creating a special committee to investigate the con-
dition as to print paper. When the resolution was agreed to, I
appointed that committee, and my honorable colleague [Mr.
ManN] was made chairman. The House will recall the high
personnel of that committee, and will agree that it worked
industriously. DBut from one end of the country to the other
I was criticized for that action by resolutions passed by the
Publishers’ Association and by denunciations in the newspapers.
The committee made an honest investigation, and in the full-
ness of time they submitted a report. They found that there
was a difference of $2 a ton between the cost of production
in Canada and the cost of production in the United States. The
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Manx], I recall, stated, if not in
the report, on the floor of the House, that that was as near

as they could get it to the actual difference. It was a unani-
mous report, the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Sims] and
the other Democrat on the committee concurring.

This House in the consideration of the Payne tariff bill ac-
cepted the recommendation of the Mann special committee and
fixed the duty on print paper at $2. The bill went to the
Senate, where there is no previous question. The Mann report
was not accepted by that body, and they fixed the duty at $4
a ton, In the compromise effected between the Senate and the
Honse—and all legislation is a eompromise—the rate was made
$3.75 a ton, a reduction from $6, the rate under the Dingley law.

In this connection, allow me to call the attention of the House
to the difference between the Tariff Board and the Mann special
committee on this matter. The Mann committee reported that
$2 would represent the difference, whereas the Tariff Board
said that $4.14 represented the difference. (8. Doec, 849, 6Glst
Cong., 3d sess.) In this bill you reject both reports and pro-
pose to let it in free,

I hold no power of attorney to defend the paper industry.
I have not a constituent, so far as I know, who has an interest
in it. If it be true that the difference in the cost of production
of this material in Canada, or anywhere else on earth, and the
United States is $2 a ton or $4 a ton, then that difference ought
to measure the tariff rate. I say that because I am a protec-
tionist. Beyond that I have no inferest.

The New York World claims that there is $798,000,000 capi-
tal invested in the printing trades, and admits that the product
last year was valued at $857,000,000. Is there any other indus-
try in this country whose annual produect is valued at more
than its entire capital?

By the industrial census of 1905 there were $385,000,000 capi-
tal invested in these trades, including books, newspapers, peri-
odieals, ete., and the annual product was $496,000,000. Three-
fifths of the capital and product was credited to the newspapers
and periodicals, as follows:

Capital ' $239, 518, 524
St g
ages 40, 830,
Incﬁeutnl exp ) S (f,a'?. G348, 699
Materials T0, 358, 000

Product 309, 327, 606

The combined cost of production, including salaries, wages,
materials, incidental expenses, amounted to $244,055,578. Sub-
tracting this from the wvalue of the product, $309,327,606,
lemi'es $64,372,028, which is a trifle less than 27 per cent of the
capital.

Patent medicines and women’s clothing were the only other
industries that equaled this percentage of profit on investment
in that census.

By the census of 1005 it was also shown that nearly 60 per
cent of the income of newspapers and periodicals, including
country weeklies, came from advertising and little more than
40 per cent from subscriptions and sales.

It is claimed by the New York World that the product of
the printing trade is now valued at $857,000,000, or nearly
double what it was five years ago, and it is admitted that the
income from advertising yields a greater ratio of the whole
income than it did it 1905.

ADVERTISING AND THE HIGH COST OF LIVING.

The advertising bill of this country is placed at more than
$500,000,000 a year. This is from the: printing trade alone.
Add to this the cost of electric and mechanical advertising, and
it is estimated that we are spending between $700,000,000 and
$800,000,000 a year for advertising—to induce the people to
purchase.

So, my Democratic friends, advertising is one of the items in
the high cost of living.

Mr. VOLSTEAD. And it is on the free list. [Laughter.]

Mr. CANNON. Yes: absolutely on the free list.

The total value of all farm property in 1900 was given at a
little more than $20,000,000,000, and it is now estimated at
more than $30,000,000,000, while the total value of all produce
from the farms of the United States last year is given by the
Secretary of Agriculture at a little less than $9,000,000,000.

According to the figures given in the President’s message,
there was less than $6,000,000 worth of wood pulp and print
paper imported from Canada last year, and we are asked to open
the doors and jeopardize the farmers’ market for nearly $9,000,-
000,000 worth of produce to enable the publishers to get less
than $6,000,000 worth of paper and pulp at a less cost than
they have had to pay, when they are making 27 per cent on
their invested capital.

This wood pulp and print paper is the one item in the agree-
ment on which there is no reciprocity. Mr. Fielding, in his
letter to Secretary Knox, made this perfectly clear. He said:

In the meantime the present duties on pulp and paper imported from
the United States into Canada will remain,
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The Canadian duty on print paper is 15 per cent.

The six cities of New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, 8t. Louis,
Boston, and Baltimore have one-half of the svhole publishing
business of ilie United Sfntes, and it is easy to account for the
enthusigstic demands for {lie ratification of this agreement by
the publishers of those great centers of population whether the
dwellers in thiese cities are equally clamorous or not.

The proposed reciprocity agreement should be labeled *“the
publishers’ pact,” whereby agricultural products are traded off
for the publishers’ profits.

I have inguired to some extent as to the capital and profits
of some of the great newspapers and magazines. T recollect I
made inquiry about one—the only one, perhaps, that ever
perpetrated a criminal libel upon me in all my public or pri-
vate life. The one to which I refer was committed by a man
named Higging, who published Sunccess. I had a lawyer friend
who agonized with me to bring a eriminal action and eivil
action against him for libel. So I caused an inquiry to be
made, and the information came back that the concern and
some of its stockholders were o insolvent that notling wounld
be fonnd on execution to satisfy a judgment against them.
[Laughter.]

Now, I do not hate the newspapers.
publishers, editors, and correspondents. I have the highest
respect for them. The metropolitan newspapers and magazines
have access to the people. In my last campaign I covered my
district by automobile, taking my constituency into my confi-
dence. They knew, after the years I had represented them and
lived with them, that T would tell the truth. When T could
not get the truth into the metropolitan newspapers, the country
newspapers came to my rescue, God bless the country news-
papers. [Applanse.] They are a part of ms. When we are
married and given in marriage they tell the good news. They
£0 to our weddings and our funerals. They rejoice with us
when we rejoice and mourn with us when we mourn. [Ap-
plause.] Omne reason why I am against the parcels post is
because it is in the interest of strangers. We know the local
merchant and the commercial traveler. They belong to our
churches and to our clubs. They help make our civilization;
they are acguainted with our farmers and our farmers are
;cquu{nted with them; but we do not know the mail-order
Ouses.

I do not know the men who own the enormous metropolitan
papers. They have heard of me, but they do not scem to care
much about me. [Laughter.] I am not complaining. I am not
seeking justification. If they do mot let me alone, I will not
quit publie life, if I get my way about it, until my constituency
asks me to retire. [Applause on the Republican side.]

WHIY THE PUPLISHERS WANT RECIPIOCITY.

I have referred to Herman Ridder. A friend of mine who
publishes a country newspaper sent me this:

AMERICAN NEWSPAPER PUBLISHERS' ASSOCIATION,
Worrp BUILDING,
New York, March 15, 1911,

Dear Sin: May I invite your attention to tha point that promptness
in ratif the reciprocity agreement of the United States with
Canada Is of the ntmost Importance to newspapers?

There is danger In amendments, or changes, or delny.

[Laughter.]

The two Governments had a tacit understanding that the arrange-
ment would go through as framed. The difficulties attending ratifica-
tion on the Canadian side may be increased greatly if there is hesita-
tion or an attempt on our part to make a new trade.

Wil you kindly urge, through your publication and by letters to
your ltepresentative and Senators, that the agrcement as made by the
Statfgl)epnrtment be passed speedily by Congress and without amend.
ment ?

Yours, falthfully,
HerdAx RIDDER,

President American Newspaper Publishers® Association.
[Applause and laughter on the Republican side.]
Now, I have another:
[Established 1844.]

Cricago DAILY JOURNAL,
Chicage, Ill., XNovember 18, 1910,

This is dated before the making of the reciprocity agreement—

My DeAR Bm:—

I want the Democratic Members to listen to this and see if
they will not recognize this delightfnl letter. Stand up now
and bear testimony—

I want you all to get up and sing “ Renew my courage,
Lord,” and say whether you got this letter. [Laughter and
applause on the Republican side.]

My Dear 8in: The independent press—

This is one of the independent fellows. [Laughter.]—

The independent press of the country, and a large part of the Re-
publican press, supported Democratic candidates this year because

I know many of their

Republican Senators and Representatives did not keep thelr word in
rc&}ard to removing the tarlf on paper.

n wy opinfon the way to insnre the continued support of those
publishers through the campaigo of 1912 is to put all print paper,
pulp, and all material entering into the manufacture of paper on the
free list at the earliest possible moment, and to announce now that that
will be tha pollcy of Democrats In Congress.

Yours, truly, Jorrx C. EASTMAN,

Is there anybody en the other slde of the House:who did not
get one of these letters? [Laughter and applause on the Re-
publican side.] If so, let him arise and say so. No one arises.

It does not malke much difference to me what somebody sald
in the past or what somebody did in the past so long as they do
not violate the law. What they said and did may sometimes be
useful as an example and admonition, but it does not shed much
light on the present or on the future. Yet there have been go
many efforts to drag in the name of Willtam McKiniey, by whose
side I sat for 16 years when he was an honored Member of this
ITouse, that I svant to clear the matter up a little bit. Some-
body has got to defend the dead.

MEINLEY’S EECIPROCITY TOLICY.

MeKinley held to the Republican theory of reciprocity in non-
competing prodncts. In his opening speech on the MceKinley
bill in the House of Representatives, May 7, 1800, speaking of
reciprocity, he said:

We have been heaten in every instance. From 1834 to 1800—12
years of reciprocity with Canada—we bought of them twice as much
as they bonght of us. Ninety-five per cent of their products eame into
the United States free of dugr. while only 42 per cent of ours went into
Canada free of duty. Mr. Chairman, what these other countries want
is a free and open market with the United States. What we want, if
we ever have reciprocity, muost be reciprocity with ality, recipmc['tiy
that shall be falr, reciproeity that shall be just, reciproeity that shall
zive us our share in the trade or arrangement that we make with the
other nations of the world.

It will be seen, Mr. Chairman, that wherever we have tried reci-
procity or low duties we have nlways been the loser.

President McKinley did not advance upon any new ground in
1901. He said at Buffalo substantially what he had said in
his first inaugural address March 4, 1807, Iere i8 the reci-
procity paragraph from his inaugural address, and I challenge
anyone to find any other or different policy set forth in his
Buffalo speech:

In the revision of the tarlff especial attention should be given to the
reenactment and extension of the reciprocity principle of the law of

1800, under which so great a stimulus was given to our forcign trade

in new and advantageous markets for our surplus agricultural and
manufactured z1;1:%:»(‘111!.:1:3. The brief trial given l'Phis; legislation amply
justifies a forther experiment and additional discretionary power in the
making of commercial treaties, the end in view always to be the open-
ing of new markets for the products of our coun by granting con-
cessions to the products of other lands that we need and can not pro-
doce ourselves and which do not involve any loss of labor to our own
people, but tend to increase their employmen

That is just what President McKinley said in the beginning
of his administration when he gave notice that he would ecall
the Congress to meet in extraordinary session on March 15,
1897, to revise the tarifl on protection lines, and it is substan-
tially what he said in his last public utterance at Buffalo in
September, 1601.

What did McKinley say at Buffalo? Here it is:

By sensible trade arrangements, which will not Interrupt our home
prodoction. we shall extend the outlets for our increasing surplus,
® ® = YYa ghould take from our customers such of thelr products as
we ean use without harm to our industry and labor. * What
we produce beyond our domestic consumption must have n vent ahroad,
The eoxcess must be relieved through a foreign outlet, and we should
gell everywhere we can and boy wherever the buying will enlarze our
fai';cs and production, and thereby make a greater demand for home
abor.

MeKinley's idea of reclprocity was to provide an outlet for
our surplus production; the pending reciprocity measure is an
attempt to cheapen our consumption.

McKinley sought to inerease our exports; this proposes to
increase our imports. The two schemes are radically different.

Oftentimes when McKinley's Buffalo speech is quoted the
words “ without harm to our industry and labor” are omitted.
I indorse every word of that speech. It is in harmony wiih his
official life and his action as a legislator. I have always been
for that policy announced by MecKinley and always expect to
be for it.

I recollect that a great candidate for office in 1004 read that
extracl; but he left out the words “sithout harm to our in-
dustry and labor,” so that it would read, * We should take from
our customers such of our producis as we could use.” I had to
:-eet that quotation frequently, and I could always meet it in a
sentence. Gentlemen will recall the old story about the infidel
and the preacher. The infidel said that hie could prove by the
preacher's own Bible that there was no God. * Show me,” =aid
ihe preacher. The infidel turned over and found one of the,
chapters which David is supposed to.haye written, and Le said,
“There it 18 It read, “ There is no God,” But the parson
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had read his Bible. Ie said, “ You scoundrel, take your thumb
off and read it all.” And wlhen he did so, it read, “The fool
saith in his heart there is no God.” [Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman, I had no idea I should talk so long. I am o
Republican and a protectionist. I indorse thie Republican policy
announced in the Republican platform of 1008. I believe in it,
and I will support it; but I beg gentlemen to recollect that there
is nothing perfect that comes from the hand of man, and there
never will be enacted a tariff bill satisfactory in every par-
ticular to any man. Perfection comes from God alone, who has
all wisdom and all power.

I voted for the Iayne-Aldrich bill. I agree with the Presi-
dent in what he said at Winona, that it is the best protective-
tariff bill ever passed. I still believe that. If I had supreme
power, I would wipe out some things in it. I could find duties
here and there which might be lowered, and I want to tell the
truth and say that I could find here and there an article on
the dutiable list with a duty that is not protective, or an article
on the free list which, if placed on the protective list, would
lhave founded great industries.

JIIYSTERTA IIALTS TRODUCTION.

Hysteria has been promoted by the great publishers. They
can do a great deal in destroying parties and wiping out indi-
viduals, but they can not do as much as they could have done
two years or four years ago. [Applause.] When this pro-
posed agreement is vitalized by legislation, when you hold the
country up with the threat of tariff revision, to get rid of the
Payne law, which the President said—and I think, substan-
tlally, all on this side agree with him—was the best protective
tariff bill ever passed, though not perfect, you make men fear-
ful. The farmer buys 5 per cent or 10 per cent less; the man
with a fixed income buys a little less; and the laborer on the
railway or elsewlere buys a little less; and when you reduce
by 5 per cent the capacity of our 02,000,000 people to consume,
you close factories, you cut down wages, you beget strikes.
You ought to recollect that, my Demoeratic friends. Some of
you were living in 1804, and some of you were here: but there
are many of you who have come in since who will have to learn
by kindergarten instruction.

Now, I want to say to men on this side of the House that
I am somewhat full of ecombativeness. Sometimes I seem to
have temper when I have none, and sometimes I have temper
when I think I am under unjust charge; but when matters are
behind me, I say again, as I have said on a former oeccasion,
there is nothing in animate nature that I would harm or pun-
ish. I never expect to agree with all of you, and most of you,
perhaps, will not agree with opinions I may hold; but we must
cooperate; we must stand together or hang separately. [Laugh-
ter.] We are in the minority. We are not responsible for
legislation. The Democrats are responsible. Our office is criti-
cism, and I think we are perfectly able to perform the duties
of that office. [Laughter.]

I want to say to my New England friends, to my Missouri
friends, to my Iilinois friends, and to all men who share the
Republican faith, that if the Republican Party is to live, it can
live only by being true to and supporting the policy of protec-
tion, under which the men who live in the sweat of their faces,
bearing the burdens of the most expensive civilization on earth,
receive $2, as compared with $1 received by labor in other
countries of the world; by equalizing production in our own
country and keeping our own markets.

Gentlemen from Massachusetts, gentlemen from the Keystone
State, the citadel of protection, the great State that through
evil and good report has always kept the Republican faith, may
hug to their breasts the delusion, on account of all that has been
said as to the high cost of living, that they want you to vote
for this measure; but, Mr. Chairman, so far as I am concerned,
without regard to what others may think, God helping me, I
will keep the Republican faith; and after the majority, sub-
stantially in solid phalanx, vitalizes this outrageous legislation,
I would sooner take my chances in 1912 as an adherent of
Republiean doetrine.

To you gentlemen from Massachusetts I will say that I love
Massachusetts, She has done more, perhaps, than any Common-
wealth in the Union in shaping the sentiment and promoting
the civilization of the people of the great Republiec. Did you
vote for Foss in {he Inst election? Is he to represent the per-
manent public sentiment in Massachusetts? When the penalty
is paid, as it will be paid between this and the year 1912, and
consumption and production are restricted and decrease, are
you still going to support him? Is he your leader? This bill
might well be labeled, “A bill by the grace—or punishment—
of God, the aid of the Secretary of State, and Foss, of Massa-
chusetts, and the almost solid vote of Democratic Members.”
Choose ye! [Prolonged applause.]

Mr, COOPER. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman takes
his seat I will ask him if he will permit a question?

LIVERFOOL DOES NOT FIX TilE I'RICE,

Mr. CANNON. Certainly; if it is apt.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I have been very greatly in-
terested and entertained by the remarkably able speech of the
distinguished gentleman from Illinois. Toward the close of it
he said he was a protectionist and a Republican. I, too, am
a protectionist and a Republican, and I wish to ask him this
question, and to say before asking the question this, that I
never as a Republican claimed that the price of wheat in the
United States was not fixed in Liverpool. The gentleman en-
tered into a very astute and very earnest argument to show
that the price of wheat in the United States was not fixed in
Liverpool. Does the gentleman entertain that view as a Re-
publican?

Mr. CANNON. The price of wheat, I am satisfied, is fixed
where the major part of the product is sold. [Applause.]
Five-sixtlis of the wheat produced in the United States is sold
to our own people in the United States. I will further answer
the gentleman’s question by asking another: Will the gentle-
man have the kindness to make things as plain by explaining
why wheat of the same quality averages from 12 to 15 cents
more in Minneapolis than in Winnipeg?

Mr. COOPER. 1Will the gentleman permit me to ask him
one other question? I recalled, while the gentleman was speak-
ing, that I heard the gentleman from Illinois say that the price
of American wheat was fixed in Liverpool. I remembered
that because it was my first term in Congress, and I found the
RECORD—— v :

Mr. CANNON. On what occasion? What was the bill?

Mr. COOPER. It is page 994 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of the Fifty-third Congress, second session.

Mr, CANNON. Read.

Mr. COOPER (reading)—

Mr. BIMPsOXN

Speaking to Mr. CANNON,

Will the gentleman permit me to ask him a question?

Mr. CAxyoN, Certainly.

Mr. SiupsoN. Does the gentlemen not admit that we are now com-
peting in Europe with the different countries of the Qld World for the
sale of our wheat?

Mr. CANNON. Oertaln{g; with Roumania, Russla, and India.

Mr., Simpsoxn, Then the gen will admit that the price we re-
celve there fixes the price of our article not only in the United States
but in the forelgn markets?

Mr. Canwox. Certainly; all priees are regulated by the prevailing
market, wherever it is.

[Applause on the Democratic side.]

The gentleman then went on to say—I will be eandid with the
gentleman—that he thought we should protect by a tariff our
market here so that we could develop a market and consume all
we produce and not have any surplus, but he unequivocally
stated, and I have always carried the Impression and never
heard it doubted, that the surplus in competition with the world
fixed the price. If we could get more at home we would not
sell the surplus over there.

Mr. CANNON. I fancy that I might, on reading all that
was said, possibly have nothing to apologize for in a speech
made, I take it, in running debate in 1894. I have no pride
in what I have said in former years. Let me say to the gentle-
man, I can turn to the CoNcressioNarn Rrecorp in the first Con-
gress in which I served, the Forty-third Congress, and I ean
show him where I, too, believed that commeree knew no bound-
aries, and that there should be universal free trade. I had
not the benefit of a college eduecation. I had practiced law for
a living until I ecame down here at the age of 36. It did not
take me long by study and cbservation to become a Republican
in fact as well as in name, and, being converted to the true
faith, I suppose I will dle in it. I have no pride in what I
have said heretofore touching the matter. The gentleman can
find in an examination of——

Mr. DALZELL. There is no contradiction.

Mr, CANNON. I do not eare to discuss what I said althongh
it seems to me what I said in 1894 does not conilict with what
I have said to-day. The gentleman can go baek, if he desires
and has the interest, and hunt up my record, and he will find
that in 1876, in Illinois, we made a confest for the free coinage
of silver. There were only two points of difference in value
betwveen 16 of silver to 1 of gold, silver then bLeing worth 98
cents an ounce. The issue was not metallle money, but fiat
money—** be thou a dollar.” I voted to put out great quantities
of “sound money.” It was not as sound, as subsequently de-
veloped, but it had real value, and I recollect putting my con-
testant out of business when I said to him, “If a fiat of the
law can make a dollar, he is an infernally mean man who will
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not let the Government issue millions of dollars and make us
rich, inasmuch as it costs nothing.”

Mr, MADDEN. Will my colleague yield for a question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Caxxox] yield to his colleague [Mr. MAvDEN] ?

Mr. CANNON. 1 do.

Mr. MADDEN. Just ene word.

Mr. CANNON, All right.

Mr, MADDEN. As a matter of fact, what my colleague said
in his speech concerning 1804 corroborates exactly what he said
to-day, namely, that the price was fixed in the market where
the b}ulk of the product was sold. [Applause on the Republican
side.

Mr. CANNON. I care little about what I said then; I am
standing by my vote on this measure. [Applause.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield .20 minutes to
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. RICHARDSON].

Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. Chairman, on the 26th day of Janu-
ary last the President of the United States sent a special mes-
sage to Congress embodying suclh legislasion as would ratify and
approve of what is known as the Canadlan reciprocity measure.
That message, Mr. Chairman, fell upon the ears of the Re-
publican standpatters like the alarm of a fire bell at midnight.
By their action and by their speeches they have constantly, on
all occasions since that, demonstrated that fact. Since that
message was sent to Congress it has been very generally dis-
cussed in the newspapers and the magazines and by the people
throughout the country, and I verily believe that now it is more
generally indorsed by the masses of the people than it was wlhen
Mr, Taft sent it to the Congress.

It is a question that, in my judgment, Mr. Chairman, far ex-
ceeds the personal or the political record of any public man—
a wrangle about which we have just heard on the floor of the
ITouse. In that T agree with the distinguished ex-Speaker, who
has just taken his seat after a long and elaborate argument,
the solution and analysis of which is simply an argument that
has been made for years past in favor of protection for protec-
tion’s sake, that this reciprocity measure is of great importance.
I confess, Mr. Chairman, that it is a difficult matter for me to
believe that any man, whether he opposes or favors this meas-
ure, can misrepresent or exaggerate its importance, It is far-
reaching in its effects, and the more we study it the more we
think about it, the broader and more comprehensive it becomes
as to its future beneficlal effect, and for that reason, as an
earnest Democrat, and believing in the realization in the early
future of its mutual benefits to the Governments involved, as
well as the present good effect of this reciprocity, I am now
and have been a cordial advocate of the measure.

But the question comes now, after this long discussion in the
public press and in the magazines, as to what this message
means. It plainly draws the lines between the two great po-
litical parties of our country. It is a parting of the ways.
Republican protection, which means a tariff that prohibits com-
petition on the one hand, and a tariff for revenue, which stands
for a reasonable, fair competition, on the other hand. That is
really and truly what this reciproecity bill means. All the
voluminous talk can not disguise the real issue. I contend
without any hesitancy that the standpat Republicans on the
other side of this House are right when they assert that it is a
menace against the doctrine of protection for protection’s sake,
the foundation rock on which rests the creed of the Republican
Party. I say that not only is it a menace to the doctrine of
protection after the manner in which the Republican Party has
upheld it, but it imperils the very existence of that party. [Ap-
plause.] By no means does this reciprocity measure contain
on its face all that will be wrought by it in the future.

What is the proposition? IIere we have Iying on the north of
us Canada with a boundary line of 3,700 miles and more, with
not a popgun for defense or aggression to disturb our peace.
This is no Mexican boundary to guard or to protect. There it
is with more than 72,000 square miles larger than the United
States, There it is with 180,000,000 acres of wheat land,
6,000,000 acres of which are now in eultivation, with a people
speaking our language, with our habits and customs, living
mnder the same labor conditions that we are, with wages about
equal to ours, and who has suffered for years by a tariff wall
that this country has constructed and vigilantly guarded along
that peaceful boundary line for years past.

That measure which the President has sent in here, Repub-
lican President as he is, the Democrats in the last Congress
sustained almost unanimously, and a majority of the Repub-
licans voted against it. What else do we find that encourages
us to believe that it is right as patriots, from an economic
standpoint if nothing else, that we should support this measure?

The gentleman from TIllinois [Mr. Caxxox], who has just
taken his seatf, said that we have a population of 92,000,000,
and that Canada, the one section he dil not favor trading with,
had about 9,000,000 of people. What is the record of that
Caueagian people? ifty years ago they had a population
searcely exceding 3,000,000 people, Within the 50 years, while
this eountry has reached a growth of population of 30,000,000
to 85,000,000, Canada increased to only about 9,000,000 of
people. What did it? It was because the natural lines of
trade and of commerce which gave the least resistanee led to
the United States, and the tariff wall we constructed was the
barricade. [Applause.]

And let us look at it, Mr. Chairman, for a few moments. We
can only judge of what this measure means by surrounding
cirenmstances, conditions, and environment, The President in
his special message enuncinted a far-sighted policy when he
called the attention of the Congress to onr rapidly increasing
population and our decreasing productivity, and especially in
food products. Dread Is just as necessary to the people as air
and water, and the man, or men, who connives at its scareity
and speculates for the sake of money and deprives those who
have to have bread commits a dastardly ecrime. [Applause.]
The President in his reciprocity measure with Canada put wheat
on the free list. What motive induced him to do that? Our
country produces or did produce for many years over 500,000,000
bushels of wheat annually. After using at home all we eould
consume the remainder was exported. It was evident by the
gradual decrease of productivity and export that a change was
taking place in our economic position.

In 1909 we exported 114,268,468 bushels of whent, and in the
same year we imported 48,032 bushels, and in 1910 we im-
ported 164,201 bushels, nearly four times as much wheat as we
did the year before. Why should we not take steps to meet the
inevitable congestion that will overtake us soon if some great
change does not take place, by encouraging the development of
the fertile wheat lands of Canada and let our people have it
free of tariff, Another coneurring circumstance that tends to
give light as to what this reciprocity measure means and why
s0 many Republicans are against it—a great demand came up
from the people in 1906-T that the tariff duties must be reduced.
Many, many were the excuses miade by the Republicans why
revision should not take place. Becoming alarmed, they at last
reluctantly consented to put a paragraph in their platform of
1808 to that effect and went to the country. A special session
of the Sixty-first Congress was called to redeem that pledge, and
when they went back to the country, on the 8th of November,
1010, the voters told them in plain words how utterly faithless
and untrustworthy the Republican Party and its leaders had
been in redeeming their tariff pledges by electing an overwhelm-
Ingly Demoeratic Congress, and that is why we are here now,
battling for reciprocity. [Applause.]

They undertook to convinee the country, by tariff-board prop-
ositions and various other political devices, that if they got
back into power once more they would certainly correct the
mistakes they had made, What was the answer of the people
to their suggestion, on the Sth day of November last? It was
that they could not be trusted. That was it.

And now let us see. When the worthy and honorable gentle-
man from Maine [Mr. Hixps] made his most learned and
elaborate speech on last Saturday on this floor the result was
gimply to uphold the doctrine of * protection for protection’s
sake.” The speech of the gentleman from Maine showed labor
and profound study. It was a carefully prepared dissertation.
He told us that whenever you open up new areas of land that
we must resort to the doctrine of protection to save the lands
we have been cultivating. If we follow that up to its legitimate
result, but few new countries would be opened up. His speech
was a mournful echo of the past. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that
whenever you separate, as this reciprocity bill proposes to do,
protection for protection’s sake from the Republican Party it will
languish and die. [Applause on the Democratic side.] That is
the doctrine that the Rlepublican Party stands for in every. es-
sential respect. But, Mr. Chairman, this very doctrine of pro-
tection for protection’s sake was, by a confession made by the
President of the United States, admitted to be wrong, and it
ought to be changed. Every standpat speaker has forgotten
that. I refer to his celebrated Beverly letter, written at the re-
quest- of the national congressional Republican committee of
August 20, 1010. What was it? I want you to listen to me
while I read it. The President was making a promise, hoping
to get his party back into line and power. He hoped that the
people would listen to him, and he hoped in that way to reform
and restore the broken and shattered ranks of his party. Par-
enthetically, I will say that it seems to me as a political proposi-
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iion his reciprocity measure has done as much as anything
cenld possibly do to break down the old stand-pat Republican
Party. [Applause on the Democratic side.] It has. What did
hie say in that Deverly letter? He said:

The truth js—

And emphasis is Inid on that expression, * The truth is "—this
is President Taft who is talking, talking to get his party restored
to confidence, but he did not succeed—

The truth Iz that under the old protective idea the only purpose
wid to make the tariff hizh enough to protect home fndustry. The
excess of tarift over the difference in the cost of production here and
aliroad was-not regarded #s objectionable, Wweeanse it was supposed that
competltlon between those who enjoyed the high protectlon would keep
the price to the consumer down to what was reasonable for the manu-
fucturer. The evil—

O what? s
of excessive {ariff—

That his party had been following since it originated—
the evil of excessive tariff rates, however, showed Itself in the temp-
tutlon to manufacturers to combine and suppress competition, and then
ta maintain the prices so as to take advantage of the cxcess tariff rato
aver the difference In the cost of production cbread and here.

That is n clear-cut, plain admission by the leader of the Re-
publican Party, the President of the United States, that the
very tariff rates that we are complaining of to-day were
“ excesgive "—an *‘evil "—that all the great trusts had com-
bined and had squelched out the small industries of the same
character and then enjoyed the liberty and the privilege
and the power to charge just what they pleased; and they did
it with the full knowledge and counivance of the Republican
Party, and they oppose this reciprocity because it stops this.

And, Mr. Chairman, the wonderful accumulation of wealth
and the wonderful growth of corporations in the last 15 years
haove come from that excessive tarilf and under Republican
administration. - Do you suppose that Lionest people, people who
have fried them heretofore, are going to trust the Republicans
again? Why, no. They are not going to trust them, and the
. response of the people last November put the responsibility

upon the Demoeratic Party. There are the words of the Presi-
dent himeelf that the manufacturers took advantage of the
consumer; that they combined, and that they abused the exces-
sive tariff by combinations; and that they put up the tariff
rates so that no foreign goods could come over lere, and liereby
built up these colossal fortunes that we are fighting. And yet
the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Hixps] in his elaborate speech
of several hours says that the great object in successful gov-
ernment is to maintain the  equilibrium * hetween the factory—
a dividend-bearing affair—and the farm, which is a Lhome of
arens. That is his doetrine, to maintain the *equilibrium™;
to keep up and enrich the manufacturer and impoverish the
farmer and make the life of the ultimate consumer one of
labor and toil.

Gentlemen, that is the true doctrine of the standpatter.
That Is what ke means, and there has not been a speech made
on either side against this méasure that hias not been in de-
fense of the doetrine of protection for protection’s sake. A
Republican who faithfully afliliates with his party can not
conslstently stand for anything but protection. All on a sud-
den Republicans have become very considerate about the in-
terests of farmers. I am not one of those who so largely
believe that this reeiprocity measure will at all militate against
the interests of the farmers of this country. I remember the
great words of Patrick Heary, “ By the light of the lamp of
experience shall my feet be guided.”

If that bLe troe, as uttered by that wonderful Virginian in
the early days of the American Revolution, then what have we
to go by to lead us to believe that this bill is not unfriendly to
farmers? Don't you know that the reciprocal treaty made in
1854 beween this Government and Canada was made by a
Demoeratic Congress? The South at that time, it is true, was
quite influential In the conduct of affairs of the Republic.
Who repealéd that treaty? It was the Republican Party that
repealed it. Yet they come.here now and complain about the
things that Mr Taft includes in his reciproeal pact. What was
in that treaty of 1854? T.et us look and see. Who repealed it?
Undoubtedly history shows, as far as concurrent history can
demonstrate anything, that it was the gathering of combined in-
fluence of money that got together and repealed that treaty of
1854, the repeal taking place in 1865,

What did Mr. Taft put in the treaty that we are now support-
ing? It includes cattle, fish, wheat, other grains, fresh vege-
tables, fruits, and dairy products, and also rough lumber and
raw materials useful to our indusirics. And for the benefit of
some of our friends on the other side of the Hall I eall atten-
tion to the fact that the President, in his reeiproecity message
of January 26 last, said: *“ We ought to have free Iumber.”

What was in the treaty of 1854? It placed upon the free list
these articles I have mentioned as being included in Mr, Taft's
message, with a good many others. The treaty of 1854 put
the following articles and products on the free list:

Grain, flour and Lreedstufls, anlmals of all kinds, meats (fresh and
otherwise), colton, wool, seeds, vegetnbles, fruits (dried and undried),
fish of all kinds, pounltry, eggs, hides, furs, crude stone or wmarble, slate,
butter, cheese, tallow, lard, horns, manures, ores of all kinds, coal,
piteh, tar, turpentine, ashes, timber and lumber of all Kinds, firewood,
plants, shrubs, trees, pelts, wool, fish oll, rice, broom corn, bark, gyp-
Sll]:d;l, grindstont s, dyestuffs, flax, hemp, tow, unmanufactured to'bnccc,
and rags.

The repeal of this treaty was then considered a public calam-
ity. The repeal of that treaty was most harmful to the rights
of American citizens relative to Canadian canals. It broke up
the rights of American fishermen, granted under the treaty, to
fish in the Atlantic where they pleased, without any regard to
limit as to distance. All these and other troublesome and long-
pending questions were reopened by the repeal of the treaty
and finally settled at The Hague.

Now, Mr. Chairman, with these lights before me can anyone
dare say that the treaty of 1854 and the Canadian reciprocity
bill'now being considered are materially different? It was the
protection theory of the Republiean Party that repealed the
treaty of 1854 and they are struggling now to prevent its
revival. [Applatse.]

Mr. Chairman, as I said, T have not the time to discuss this
treaty from n politieal standpoint. I agree with the stand-
pat Republicans that, so far as the politieal standpoint is con-
cerned, If the President was playing only politics and seeking
to advanee the politienl welfare of his party, it was a great
blunder that e made to send in this reciprocity matter; but
he was breader than that. He looked to the welfare of his
home country, the economie blessings to us all, to the betterment
of Canadn. Mr. Chairman, we are in an extra session of Con-
gress and should some one ask me if I thought it a wise political
move for a Republican President to call into existence a hostile
Congress cight months before due, I would say ** No.” T was
one of those Members who did not want any extra session, and
I believe that {f we had left it to the Democrats and the
Republicans of the House to voie on the question there would
Liave been hardly a baker's dozen in favor of an extra session.
But we are here, and the Democratic Members are ready to
stay lhere until we run into the regular December term of
Congress if necessary to perform and carry out our prograin
to relieve the people. [Applause.] What have we done?_ I
am more than gratified as n Democrat at the conduet of our
leaders amd our party here. .

In a few days we have passed the bill for the election of
United States Senators by the people; we have taken up the
eampaign publicity bill and put in a provision requiring report
of enmpaign contributions before election as well as after. We
Iiave taken up, now, this reciprocity measure, and we will soon
have up the * farmers’ free list.” All of these bills died in the
Senate Iast session. More will be done by a Democratic Con-
gress In this session than has been done in the last 40 years in
this Houve in the same length of time. [Applause on the Demo-
eratie side.] We are following the wise policy of “ one schelule
at a time.” We are going to keep up the good work. We werpe
not gent liere to act like a “bull in a china shop,” to tear every-
thing to pieces. We are exercising and we will eontinue {o ex-
creise conservatism, prudence, and eare. Mr. Taft, in his Bev-
erly letter—written, as I said before, at the request of the Re-
publicnn National Committee—strongly commended acting on
one schedule at n time. He certainly can not complain at the
course we are pursuing, In due time our people will put up to
{he President n reasonable, fair reduction on the wool schedule.
The country knows that the President said publicly that the
woolen schedule was indefensible. I say all we have to do is
to keep to thwe course that we have started, permit no outside
influences to guide us, keep up the care, prudence, and f{recdom
from the extreme which has so far characterized our action and
lias won the commendation of the country and given trouble to
political opponents, and just as sure as the election takes place,
as it will next year, we will nominate either Harmon, Marshall,
Crarg, Wilson, Dix, or some other good Democrat and elect
him President of our country. [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

And you will never hear any more complaint about puiting
these articles on the free list. The people will weleome our
conduet. We have suffered long, long years from the enerous
imposition of Republican protection for protection's sake. They
tnlk about presperity. Is it possible that a man can believe
that prosperity would come to this country alone through pro-
teetion? I will tell you what I stand for, and I believe that we
should avail ourselves of it, that when we work it out to the
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full extent we will establish in Canada with this country of
ours the same free commercial relations that exist between our
States. I believe this country will welcome that hour when it
comes, Let them have the same untrammeled free commercial
relations that exist between the States, and I believe that this
bill leads in that direction. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
If Canada can receive the blessings of this reciprocal agreement
with a population of not an average of two citizens to the square
mile, why can not our country barter and trade in the same
way, when it is to our mutual benefit, with France, a country
that has 200 people to the square mile, or with Germany, that
has 800 people to the square mile? Tlis is not impracticable.
That is why in the beginning of my remarks, Mr. Chalrman, I
said I look upon and welcome this reciprocity measure as a
wise menace to protection for protection’s sake, [Applause.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I now yield 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dies].

Mr. DIES. Mr, Chairman, the Intest declaration of the Texas
Democracy upon the guestion of free raw material is contained
in the State platform of August 10, 1910, and is in these words:

We reaffirm the tariff declarations of the Democratlc State and na-
tional platforms of 1806, and we expressly condemn the proposition to
remove all duties from the manufacturers’ raw material so long as such
duties remain on the manufacturers' finished product.

This, Mr. Chairman, is the position of the Texas Democracy
upon the guestion of free raw material, and it is this position
upon that question which has ealled down upon the Demoeracy
of our State severe criticism in certain quarters, In my opinion
the Democracy of Texas is eminently correct in its position, and
I shall briefly address myself to an examination of the eriticisms
which have been directed agninst that position.

One of the ablest and most recent assaults upon the position
of the Texas Democracy upon the tariff question was set forth
in a speech delivered by my colleague [Mr. Syira of Texas],
and because his speech upon the doctrine of free raw materinl
is the fairest and most logical that has attracted my notice, I
shall use that speech as the basis of my remarks.

The tariff is a tax. Whatever men may have thought ani
gaid about it in the past, we of this day, both Democrat and
TRepublican, concede that it is a tax, All taxes are burdens,
and particularly so is a tariff tax, beeause it is ineapable of just
and equal distribution. All enlightened men concede that or-
ganized government can not exist without imposing the burden
of taxation, and all good men are willing to submit to this bur-
den so long as the tax is lald in accordance with the principle
of equality. Favoritism and diserimination in tariff taxation
as administered by the Republican Party is alone responsible
for the disfavor into which the system has fallen in this coun-
try, and therein lies the viee of the proposition to exempt the
manufacturer from the payment of his taxes when he buys his
materials, and which at the same time continues the tax against
the people who buy the manufacturer's finished products.

As a means of protecting, fostering, amd encouraging the
manufacturing industries of this country, I shall concede that
free raw material is an effective weapon. Indeed, there is no
business in this eountry, whether it be farming, cattle raising,
mining, or manufacturing, which would not be protected, fos-
tered, and encouraged by being exempted from taxation. Dut
the doctrine of Demoeracy has always been that it was an
unjnst and oppressive abuse of the taxing power of the Gov-
ernment to tax one man or one avocation in order to protect,
foster, or encourage another man or avoecation. For almost a
hundred years the Democratic Party has warred upon Whig
and Republican injostice in administering discriminatory and
inequal laws of tariff taxntion, so framed ns to stimulate a
certain elass of industry at the expense of the general tax-
payvers of the country. [Applause on the Democratie side.]

The fear of injuring the manufacturing industries of this
country has always been the excuse of the Rlepublican Party
for the imposition of burdensome and excessive import taxes,
but it is indeed a strange doctrine to proceed from Democrats
who profess to adhere to the Democratic principle of * equal
rights to all and special privileges to none.”

Those Democrats who propose exempting domestic manufae-
turing industries from taxation by means of free raw material
rest their case upon the following grounds. They say:

Iirst, it is necessary to give the manufacturer free raw ma-
terinl in order to prevent injury, disaster, and handicap to his
business, Second, they say, it is necessary to give the manu-
facturer free raw material to enable him to build up an export
trade and to suecessfully compete in foreign markets with for-
eign manufacturers. Third. because, they say, it is futile to tax
the manufacturer, inosmuch as he adds such tax into the cost
of his finished product and it is paid by the consumer,

My colleague [Mr. Satrrim of Texas] very ably presents the
position of those Democrats who adhere to these views. He
assigns the following reason for the first contention ;

My remarks mow shall be directed especially to the ?uestlon as to how
the dutles must be laid under a revenue-tariff system so _as not to
handicap or Injure any of the Industries of the country. I shall un-
dertake to show that this can be done only by placing the raw mate-
rials of manufacture on the free list, I shall undertake to show that
withont the importation of such raw materials free of duty a tariff
only for revenue, as contradistinguished from a tariff for protection, is
lmPosslble without dlsaster to munf of our industries, from which it

i1 follow that the free raw material is the true Democratic doetrine.

Mr. Chairman, the proposition to exempt the manufacturer
from the payment of his taxes by means of free raw material
for the purpose of saving hig business from handieap, injury,
and disaster, i8, to my mind, but stating the Republican posi-
tion negatively, To save from injury is but another name for
encouragement; to hold harmless against disaster is but pro-
tection negatively announced, and to insure against handicap
is at least equivalent to fostering. Neither the Republican
doctrine of protection nor this pseudo-Democratic doctrine of
saving from injury, is the true principle upon which our tariff
Inws should be based. The use of the taxing power of the
Government for the avowed purpose of protecting, fostering,
and encouraging one man’s business at the general expense is
an iniquitous abuse of power; and it is equally unjust to
exempt one man’s business from the payment of its just pro-
portion of taxes as a means of saving that business from in-
jury, handieap, and disaster. It is an abuse of power to tax
or untax any class of persons or enterprises for the purpose of
affirmatively aiding or of negatively preventing injury, where
such assistance is given by special privilege at the expense of
all other classes of persons and enterprises. The Republican
doctrine of taxing all the people for the purpose of encourag-
ing a few, is not improved upon by the proposition to give the
manufacturer exemption from taxation by increasing the taxes
of everyone else,

The second reason assigned in support of free raw material
is that it will enable the manufacturer to build up an export
trade. Quoting again from the speech of my colleague [Mr.
Sarrrir of Texas], he says: .

If our manufacturers were mot burdened by a tax upon thelr raw
material, they would need no protection, and the duty upon their
yroduets conld be reduced to a revenue basis, They counld go into
i'cu-vi_l:n markets and meet the competition of the world,

The solicitude for the manufacturing industries entertained
by those who desire to give them free raw material has already
been anticipated by the Republican Party in the drawback
provision, go far as articles manufactured for export is con-
cerned. The present tariff law, written -by the Republican
Party, contains the provision—

have been paid are
nsg]m}'r:\ Tﬁlg rﬁl;#ﬁf?xl-ci{::ll-emgtte;ﬂigl:: n‘fﬂﬁlﬁnft‘ﬁ?g og prnducetrl‘ in the
United States there shall be allowed on the exportation of such articles
a drawback equal in amount to the duties paid on the material used,
less 1 per cent of such duties.

The effect of this provision is to relieve the domestic manu-
facturer from the payment of his raw-material tax upon all
articles manufactured for the export trade. In the light of
the drawback provision above quoted from it is evident that
those who now advocate free raw material for domestic manu-
facturers do so as a means of giving the manufacturers a bounty
not enjoyed by other people, and not for the purpose of increas-
ing our exports.

1t is very evident to my mind, Mr. Chairman, that when the
time arrives that our domestic manufacturers can pay freight
and insurance and successfully compete in foreign markets,
there will no longer be occasion for the anxiety manifested by
protection Republicans or the solicitude exhibited by free-raw-
material Democrats for the safety of our manufacturers in our
home markets as against the competition of foreign manufac-
turers with freight charges and insurance against them. I
ghall not contend, Mr. Chairman, that it wounld not benefit
the manufacturer fo exempt him from the payment of his taxes.
On the contrary, I know it would aid him greatly. There is no
man or business that would not likewise be aided by exemption
from taxation. I doubt mot that if you exempt the manufac-
turer from the payment of his taxes it would enable him to
wage a more effective war with his competitors abroad in the
markets of the world. It would also encourage the farmer,
the stockman, and, indeed, all men, to free them from the bur-
den of paying taxes. The farmer, for instance, if relieved of
the handicap of taxes, could more successfully invade the
foreign markets with the produets of the farm.

But the point I wish to emphasize is that it is an abuse of the
taxing power of the Government to exempt one class of men or
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enterprises from those necessary burdens of organized soclety
at the inevitable expense of the balance of the community, even
though such favoritism does operate aflirmatively to protect,
foster, and encourage or negatively to save from injury, handi-
cap, and disaster. Equal and uniform taxation Is, and will ever
remain, the watchword of true Democracy, and special privilege
under this doctrine is equally hateful whether bestowed affirma-
tively by taxing all men for the benefit of a few or negatively
by exempting a few men from taxation at the expense of the
muny. If the manufacturer demands a free market in which to
make his purchases, he ought to be willing to give the people a
free market in which to make their purchases. If the ex-
igencies of government are such that both must contribute by
tariff taxation to its maintenance, then let us divide and lighten
the burden by imposing a part of it upon each. To take all the
tax from the backs of the consumer and place it upon the backs
of the manufacturer would be no more unfair than the reverse
of that proposition, which would result from free raw material.
If it is just and wise to relieve the manufacturer from the pay-
ment of his indirect taxes, why should not State, county, and
municipal governments avail themselves of the wisdom of this
theory and exempt manufacturers from all taxes? If exemp-
tion from taxation in the one ecase would afford some degree of
insurance against injury, disaster, and handicap, then exemp-
tion in all cases would vouchsafe greater assurance against
those misfortunes which are likely to overtake any business.

The statement that untaxed raw material would enable our
manufacturers to successfully compete with foreign manufac-
turers in the foreign markets proves entirely tco much. It
is not so much competition across the ocean that the American
people demand as competition at home, in the very markels
where they are compelled to buy and sell. But let us suppose
that our manufacturers, if given exemption from taxation in the
purchase of their materials, would be enabled to earry their
goods across the ocean, pay freight charges and insurance, and
still sell in the foreign markets chieaper than the foreign mann-
facturer. What prospect would we then have of obtaining
foreign competition? TFor surely if the foreign manufacturer,
with freight charges and insurance in his favor, was undersold
in his own market by our manufacturers, e could not pay
freight, insurance, and even a moderate revenue duty and
bring his goods from the abandoned market at home and hope
to compete in this market with the rival who had undersold
him at home. So, if this contention were true the effect wonld
be to destroy rather than fo encourage a healthy foreign com-
petition.

The third reason assigned by those who would remit the
taxes of the manufacturer is that it is futile to collect taxes
from the manufacturer, because, they say, lie will but add the
tax thus paid into the cost of his finished produet, and it must
be paid by the consumer at last. Quoting from my colleague
[Mr. Sara of Texas] upon this phase of the discussion, he
says:

If a manufacturer should import raw material for his own use, or
if he purchases raw material imported by some one else upon which a

daty fs paid, he adds such duty into the cost of his finished product
and it Is pald by the consumer, = 4

If this proves anything, Mr. Chairman, it proves that it is
futile to tax any man or business that has the power to add the
tax to the cost of the thing sold. Under such a system of
emancipation the first great enterprises which would come in for
freedom from taxation would be the great railroads and other
public-service corporations, in whose behalf the Supreme Court
of the United States has nlready announced the proposition that
they can justly and legally add not only taxes, but all other
operating expenses, and a reasonable profit as well, to the
service sold the public. Under such a monstrous prineiple of
taxation all persons and all property would be eXempt from the
burdens of supporting the Government save and except the
utterly defenseless. The Steel Trust, the Sugar Trust, the To-
bacco Trust, the Oil Trust, and, in fact, all trusts would cease
to pay taxes, because their ability to add the tax into the prices
of the thing they sell is as great, if not greater, than the ordi-
nary domestic manufacturer. Under this specious doctrine of
special privilege it would be a waste of time to tax the mer-
chant, because he would add the tax to his selling price. Nor
world it avail to tax the professional man, because he would
hut add the tax to the charge for his services. Through the
meshes of this net of favoritism all men would escape except
the defenseless multitude who have not the power to pass their
burdens along to the shoulders of others. But these defenseless
victims of every scheme of privilege and inequality are not
alwnys able to pay taxes, and it is doubtful if any scheme of
taxation could be devised which would afford suflicient revenue
to maintain the Government based upon the principle of tax-

ing only those who were too weak and helpless to pass any part
of the burden to the shoulders of others.

It is true, Mr. Chairman, that the manufacturer proposes to
recoup himself for import taxes paid when he sells the finished
product. He also purposes to add to the price of the finished
product all the other elements of cost, such as freight, interest,
insurance, and State, county, and municipal taxes. After add-
ing all the elements of cost to the price of his finished produet,
he then adds, in addition, as much profit as the laws of competi-
tion will allow. If a mamufacturer suddenly found all his taxes,
direct and indireet, and other fixed chiarges as well, remitted by
governments and individuals, he would still exaet for the fin-
ished product as great a price as his customers would endure,
It is true of all men under all circumstances that they seek to
obtain the highest possible price for what they sell and to pay
the lowest possible price for what they buy. In this regard
the manufacturer is not unlike the farmer. If you were to
free the farmer from the payment of his taxes, he wonld still
demand the highest possible price for his produce. To expect
a different course from merchant, manufacturer, or farmer
would be to expect In vain a reversal of the laws of nature and
the laws of trade. If an example of this apparent truth were
needed, we have a very recent one fresh in the memory of this
body. Until the enactment of the Payne tariff bill the manu-
facturers of boots, shoes, harness, and other leather goods were
paying in import taxes to the Federal Government on imported
hides about $2,000,000 a year. By the terms of the Payne bill
this $2,000,000 was remitted fo the manufacturers by placing
their raw materinl on the free list. It is undoubtedly true that
the remission of their taxes reduced the cost of production of
these manufacturers the $2,000,000 which they had formerly
paid to the Government. But it is equally true that their sell-
ing price has not been reduced, but. en the contrary, has actu-
ally been increased. A tax was retained on the finished product
guflicient to keep out the foreign manufacturer, and as a result
the purchasers of leather goods not only did not receive any
benefit from the remission of the manufacturer’s tax on his raw
material, but was affirmatively injured, because the resulting
loss of revenues to the Government swere necessarily made up
by increasing his taxes upon other articles. Free raw material
means the exemption from taxation of the things the manufac-
turer buys and an inevitable increase of the taxes paid by the
people upon what they buy. If the emancipation of one man
from the burdens of taxation could be effected without increasing
the burdens of all other men, the operation would still be open
to the charge of favoritism and inequality. But what must be
said of a proposition to relieve one class of persons of their tax
burdens by increasing the burdens of all other men?

If the contenders for free raw material are correct in their
position that it is futile to tax the manufacturer because he will
in turn demand a return of the tax from his customers, then
indeed must our system of taxation be reversed and remodeled.
The manufacturer will always purpose to collect the tax he
pays from the jobber to whom he sells. The jobber in turn will
purpose to collect the tax from the wholesale merchant, and he
in turn from the retail merchant and this last from his cus-
tomers, the ultimate consumer. In this line of dealers, cach of
whom purposes to add the tax to his selling price, it is as
futile to tax the one as the other, for they are each actuated by
the common purpose to visit the burden upon the purchaser.
The railroad company purposes to add its taxes to freight and
passenger tolls, and the telegraph, telephone, and express com-
panies operate upon the same principle. The farmer himself
is equally solicitous to add his taxes to the price of the things
he sells, and if he fails to do so it i8 not because he is de-
terred by altruistic considerations. But the ability of the
farmer, merchant, manufacturer, or public-service corporation
to add taxes paid to the selling price of his or its goods or sery-
ices depends upon a varlety of circumstances to be considered
in any proposition to remit taxes, If the farmer manages well
and wisely and is not visited with disaster in the seedtime and
harvest he is usually enabled to add his taxes into the selling
price of his produce. But his ability to do so not only depends
upon his skill and industry, but upon the condition of the
markets and the elements of nature as well. The burden is
upon him to do all in his power to keep down the cost of pro-
duction to a point where he ean meet competition, and even
then he must take his chances with the weather and market
conditions. If the farmer neglects to till his flelds or is over-
taken by storm or drouth he will not be able to add his taxes
into the selling price of his produce. And the manufacturer
should be willing to meet the snme requirements and take his
chances upon the same conditions. If the manufacturer wisely
and economically conducts his business and is fortunate enough
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to escape those disasters which so often befall all lines of
human endeavor, he will be enabled to secure a return of his
taxes in the thing he sells. But he has no assurance of the
return. He must keep the cost of production down fo a point
that will enable him to meet competition if the taxes he paid to
the Government is to be returned to him in the price of his
finished product. No man purposes to sell without making a
profit. Profit must include taxes as well as the other elements
of the cost of production, and the ability of the seller to recoup
himself should depend in all cases upon his ability to meet
competition. Every tax paid by those whose business it is to
acquire, produce, or manufacture for sale is treated as an
advance and added into the cost of production with the purpose
of securing a return from the buyer and a profit as well. The
Government is under neither a legal or moral obligation to in-
sure any class of persons or enterprises that taxes pald will
be returned to them in the final =ale of thelr goods, That is a
risk which all men are justly oblizated to assume, and the
issuc is one of business management and not of governmental
favoritism.
TOPULATION 18 DRIFTING TO THE CITIES,.

Mr. Chairman, the whole tendency of our tariff system has
been to safeguard and encourage the manufacturing interests at
the expense and to the discouragement of agricultural and
pastoral pursuits. The result has manifested itself in a hundred
harmfuol ways, but in none more striking than that exhibited by
the census returns. Under this system of favoritism to the
manufacturing industries and disecrimination against the rural
population, our cities have become overgrown and congested,
while everywhere in the country is presented the spectacle of
abandoned farms. Who can blame the farmer or the farmer's
son for leaving the farm for the eity when he beholds his own
avoeation discriminated against and neglected by a Govern-
ment bent npon bestowing all its favors on manufacturing enter-
priges of the cities. If the farmer is compelled to pay his own
tax and that of the manufacturer as well, the tendency
naturally will be for him to abandon his own avoeation and
engage in some other business less burdened. It is unfortu-
nate for the well-being of this Republic that our population is
drifting to the cities and manufacturing centers. The agri-
cultural population is by far the safest and most stable con-
stituents of free government. Mr. Chairman, I am utterly op-
posed to favoritism in government. A just government will
confer equal rights upon all and exact equal burdens from all
the people. DBut if this Government is committed to the docirine
of favoritism and can not be dissuaded from that unjust course,
then it is high time we sclect the agricultural class as the
objects of our especial care. TFor a hundred years they have
been compelled to bear a double burden under the pretext that
it was necessary in order to foster and protect the manufactur-
ing industries. The worst evils to flow from the pernicious
doctrine of free raw material wounld be a further discourage-
ment of pastoral and agricultural pursuits. If the manu-
facturer Is to be relieved of his taxes by this free raw-material
device, thus inevitably laying added burdens upon all other
classes of taxpayers, the farmers will continue to send their
sons to the cities and manufacturing centers. When gentleman
talk of imposing taxes for the purpose of encouraging, or remit-
ting taxes for the purpose of saving from handicap the manu-
facturing industries, they should remember that these artificial
helps and alds to one class of people is at the inevitable expense
of all the balance of the people. And for every encouragement
they afford one man by exempting him from taxation, they do to
that extent discourage some other man, whose burdens are in-
creased in the operation.

* Mr. Chairman, I have no sort of prejudice against the strug-
gling millions who flock to the cities in an effort to avail them-
selves of the specinl privileges bestowed by this Government
upon those engaged in manufacturing. I have no eriticism to
make against country people who flee from the farm to the city.
So long as the Government pursues the policy of discouraging
the pursuits of the country and encouraging the pursuits of the
city we may expect this condition to prevail. What, sir, is the
doctrine of free raw material but a command to the farmer
and stock raiser to abandon his calling and move to the centers
of population? You say by this doctrine that farming and
stock ralsing do not rise to the dignity of domestic industries.
If the manufacturer wants to purchase materials for his busi-
ness you remit his taxes as an encouragement to Lis industry.
But when the farmer wants to purchase materials for his busi-
ness you demand that he pay a double tax in the purchase. By
this selfish contortion of the tariff laws you declare that farm-
ing and stock raising are not such industries as are worthy to
be encouraged.” You go even further in your diserimination,
for you demand that the producers of raw material shall pay

the manufacturer’'s tax as well as their own. What has been
the fruits of this favoritism to those engaged in manufacturing?
The fruits, sir, are the untilled flelds and abandoned homes of
the country and the congested slums and teeming millions of
the city.

Not only is our swelling tide of foreign immigration flocking
to the cities as soon as they set foot upon our shores, but the
native population are no longer content to remain in the coun-
try. The recent report of the Immigration Commission roveals
a startling state of affairs in this regard. A census of the
pupils in the schools of 37 of our largest cities shows that 58.56
per cent of the total are the children of foreign-born fathers,
In the great city of New York T1.4 per cent of the pupils were
the children of foreign-born fathers, and in the cities of Chelsen,
Mass., and Duluth, Minn., the percentage was 74.1 in each city.

The Secretary of Agriculture in his 1909 report strongly em-
phasizes the depopulation of the farming districts in the follow-
ing sommary :

With the ?R)Ia extension, also, of our indunstrial 1ife and the cppor-
tunities offered in the past in business and in the professions the cities
have called upon the country for clear brains and vigorous bodics to
such an extent that large arcas have become so depopulated of nctive
and vigorous minds and hodies that the stock is insufficient to repeople
the country districts. The result has been that some of the most
fertile lands In our Iastern States, some of the moest fertile lands of
the world, have been left in a condition of practieal if mot nctual
abandonment, and the price of rmvisiuns has increased for the simple
reason that there are nmot enough people to actually work the soils and
E‘fm’%‘“ the crops necessary to feed the nonproducing population of the

In the face of these conditions gentlemen propose a further
discouragement of the pursuits of the country by discriminating
against the farmer’s produce, which they are pleased to arbi-
trarily classify as raw materinl.

I do not find fault with those who want to give legitimate en-
couragement to domestic industries, but I do most seriously
object to a classification which excludes the farmer, the stock
raiser, the mechanie, and all others except those who give the
finishing touches to articles of commerce. The farmer wlhose
products feed the world is as much engaged in domestic in-
dustry as the manufacturer sho converts the products of the
farm into a imore refined state. Stock raising is a domestie
industry as important as the manufacture of leather. The great
trouble with those who demand free raw material for the
manufacturer upon the plea that it is necessary in order to
save domestic Industries from harm is that they omit all
agricultural and pastoral pursuits from the list of domestic

industries.
THE QLD DEMOCRACY.

Prior to the Civil War the Democratic Party very largely
controlled the tariff legislation of this country. Under the ad-
ministration of a long line of able Democratic Presidenis the
agricultural and pastoral pursuits were recognized as important
avoecations. Prior to the Civil War no man ever heard of a
Democerat who advocated free raw material for the manu-
facturer. Of all the ante bellum Presidents James K. Polk
was by all odds the best equipped upon this question. He was
for many years a Member of the House of Representatives, was
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, nnd Speaker of
the House. Polk was the best informed man of his time upon
the tariff question. In a work entitled “The Messages and
Papers of the Presidents,” complled under the direction of Con-
gress by Hon. James D. Richardson, I find these statements as
to President Polk’s position in the councils of the Democratic
Party:

He was prominently connected with every leading question, and upon
all he struck what proved to be the keynote for the action of his party.
During the whole period of President Jackson's administration he was
one of its lending supporters and at times its chlef rellance.

It is a coineidence worthy to be set down that President Polk
brought Texas into the Union, and that Texas hias furnished to
the Union the ablest defender of Polk's views and the views of
Demoeracy upon the fariff guestion.

In his first annual message to Congress President Polk de-
fined with great care the position of the Democratic Party upon
the tariff question. I quote from that message:

in Jevying a tarl® of dutles Congress excrclses the taxing power,
and for purposes of reyenue may eclect the objects of taxation. Th
may exempt certain articles altogether and permit their Importation
free of du{;’. On othiers they may Impese low duties. In these ciasses
ghould be embraced such articles of necessity as are In general use,
and especlally such as are consumed by the laborer and the poor as
well as by the wealthy eitizen, Care should he taken that all the
great interests of the country, Including manufactures, agriculture,
commerce, navigation, and the mechanic arts, should, as far as may be
practleable, derive ecqual advantages from the incidental protection
which a just system of revenue duties may afford. Taxatfon, direct or
fndirect, s a burden, and it should he so imposed ns to operate ag
equally as may be on all classes in proportion to thelr ability to beae
{t. To make the taxing power an actual benefit to one elass necessaril
{ncreases the burdens of the others beyond thelr proportion, and woul
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be manifestly unjust. The terms “ protectlon to American Industry”
are of popular import, but they should apply under a just system to
all the varlous branches of Industry in our country. The farmer or
planter who tolls yearly In his flelds is engaged In * domestic industry,”
and Is as much entitled to have his lalior protected as the manafac-
turar, the man of commerce, the navigator, or the mechanle, who are
engaged also in * domestle industry ! In their different pursults. The
joint labors of all these classes constitute tlie aggregate of the ' do-
mestic Industry ' of the Nation, and they are equally entitled to the
Natlon's protection. No one of them ean 1ust1y claim to be the exclu-
sive reciplent of protection, which ecan only be afforded by Increasing
burdens on the * domestic industry "' of the others.

My colleague [Mr. Saarm of Texas], in his speech above
quoted from, employs this langnage:
So it is nlways snfe to bet that the man who advocates a tax on

raw material s In his sympathies at heart a protectionist, and when-
ever protectionists need his help they usually get It.

By the side of that indictment against those of us who de-
nounce the doctrine of free raw matferial I place the latest
declaration of the Demoeracy of Texas, in which it is declared
that—

We expressly condemn the proposition to remove all duties from the
manufacturer's raw materlal so long as such dutles remain on the
manufacturer’s finished product.

As a further indictment against the Democracy of Texas my
colleagne [Mr, Sarrra of Texas] says:

Mr. Chalrman, a tax upon raw materlal is distinctly and emphatt-
cally a Itepublican doctrine,

If that statement is true, then Texas, the banner Democratie
State of this Union, is intensely Republican. If that pronounce-
ment is to be accepted, then this Democratic House finds itself
under the leadership of a Republican. The distinguished chair-
man of the Ways and Means Committee and floor leader of the
Democrats in this body [Mr. Uxperwoobp] distinctly condemned
the doctrine of free raw miterial so recently as March 25, 1909,
when the Payne tariff bill was under discussion. Upon that
occasion Mr. UNDERWOOD said:

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us consider the bIll before the House. 1
want to eall the attention of the committee to these Sarngmphs that

rovide for free raw material. The chalrman of the Ways and Means

ommittee [Mr. PAyxr] announced in hils opening statement that he
was a bellever In the doetrine of free raw material. Being a protec-
tionist, I belleve he can justify his position in favor of free raw mate-
rial. As far back as three-quarters of a century ago Henry Clay an-
nounced that one of the ways in which you could protect the Industries
of the country was to give them free raw materials. Manifestly so.
Protectlon looks to glving some one something, and it is of no impor-
tance to the manufucturer at which end of the line you give him the
protection, whether you raise the tariff taxes so high as to prevent
competition from abroad and enable him to control the entire market
at his own prices or whether, on the other hand, you exempt him from
the taxation that is belpg paid hy other people and give into the coffers
of his treasury a free ngt that other people are re%u{red to pay for.
But I do say that if the theory of the Demoeratic Party Is a correct
one, that we are only entitled to levy taxes for the purposes of raising
revenue, then we should distribute taxation as broadly as possible, so
that its burdens may be borne equitably and evenly by all. That bein
the case, I do not sce how a Democrat can justify himself In the posi-
tion that what the manufactorer buys should be free and what the
people use should be taxed, When he comes to that proposition he ad-
mits that he is giving the manufacturer an exemption from taxation
for the purpose of maklng hils business prosperons and refuses to levy
tariff taxes for the same purpose. I8 not the doctrine of free raw ma-
terinl exactly the same position the Republican protectionist takes when
he proposes a high protective tariff to make business prosperous? Dut
althouch the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] may be consistent
in his theory in believing in free raw material as a Republican doctrine,
I do not belleve he has been consistent In his theory In applying his
principles to the bill that is presented to the House.

Mr. Chairman, I have no quarrel to make with such of my
Demoeratic associates as believe in free raw material. If they
can reconcile their conseiences and constituents in the espousal
of this device of protection, T shall patiently abide the day of
their enlightenment and regeneration. DBut I do quarrel with
such of them as seck to dress this old Republican fraud up in
Demoeratic garments and parade it before the country as the
first-born of Democracy. The doctrine of free raw material is
either the legitimate progeny of the Whig-Republican Party
or it is a political bastard. It was never conceived in Demo-
cratic brains or warmed at Democratic breasts.

Hon. Caaxmp Crark, always safe and true as a leader of the
hosts of Democracy, is one of the innumerable and unques-
tionable authorities for the statement that free raw material is
not of Democratic origin. So recently as March 24, 1900,
Speaker Crarx delivered a speech upon the floor of this House
in which he made that matter clear in these words:

A political remark about free raw material may be apropos. There
has been a great hullabaloo in later days about free raw material being
the Democratic doctrine, It is not true at all. T will tell you what it
was. Henry Clay said, in the greatest speech ever made in America in
favor of a_ high protective-tariff system—and, by the way, if he and
Alexander Hamilton could get hold of these schedules of woolen manu-
factures, or hear of them, they would turn over in thelr ves and
curse the day on which they ever advocated the system. ut in the

rentest speceh ever made in Ameriea in favor of a high protective-
ariff system Henry Clay put down free raw material as one of the four
means of working protection. That statement can not be denled. There
i8 no sort of objection to any man's advocating free raw material if he
desires, but he ought to give the correct reason for so doing.

Mr. Chairman, the sooner Democrats cease to talk about frea
lists and begin a systematic and scientific adjustment of our
tariff laws the better it will be for the Democratic Party and
the country. Let us equalize the burdens of the tariff and the
benefits will equalize themselves. If an equal and uniform tax
is impossible, that affords no good reason for abandoning the
principle of equality and uniformity in adjusting the tax. We
should so levy the tax that it will be as nearly equal and uni-
form as possible. A light tax upon a large number of articles
is less burdensome than a heavy tax upon a few articles. If
we will make the entire list of imports tax bearing, a light tax
upon each article will suffice for the needs of the Government,
but if a portion of the articles imported are given free-list im-
munity from taxation the tax upon the remaining articles must
inevitnbly be made to yleld greater revenue. I would seatter
the burdens of the tariff tax over a wide range of articles, and
it ineidental benefits to any class of persons or avoecations result
from the imposition of the tax, these benefits would likewise be
widely distributed. [Applause.]

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr, Haroy].

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I leave my own seat because
from that place it is impossible to be heard. Listening to the
arguments that have been made against this reciprocity treaty I
have been struck with one faet, and that is the fact that this great
and glorious country of ours is the poorest country on earth in
the sense that we are absolutely unable to compete on our own
ground with the inhabitants of any other quarter of the globe.
We can not compete in ecattle or sheep with the warm regions
of South America; we can not compete in farm products with
the colder regions of Canada; we can not compete with the
bleak plains of Siberin; we ean not compete with the peon
labor of Mexico; we can not compete swith the pauper labor of
Europe, nor can we compete with the high-priced labor of the
New World. We can not compete with any people in any coun-
try in any produect under the sun, and Heaven itself is so eruel
that the very minerals in the bowels of the earth and the trees
in our forests can not compete in richness or growth with any
other land. Under the same reasoning, the same class of gen-
tlemen, if the Constitution in the beginning had not forbidden
the levying of any duty between the States, would in each and
all of our States have erected tariff walls against each other.
In Texas they would contend that Texas could not compete with
Kansas in corn and they would contend that Kansas could not
compete with Minnesota in wheat. They would contend that
Minnesota could not compete with California in lumber or fruit;
that Georgia could not compete with Florida in oranges, and
go on through the long list. They would have had 46 different
systems of protective tariff, erecting a wall around each andg
every one of our States. They would have had a system of petty,
picayune protection that would have enabled the few in each
State to be enriched at the expense of the many. [Applause on
the Democratic side.] And perhaps in the magnitude of the
splendid resources in such a State as Texas the protectionists
there would have been pointing to the wonderful progress of
Texas and saying that protection for Texas had Dbuilt up its
industries and made for its prosperity.

The truth is that this country is so largely prosperous as it is
to-day because it embraces the largest multitude of free-born,
industrious citizens, among whom there is absolute free trade
that was ever in the history of the world given free com-
mercial intercourse. Our country has greater natural resources
and a greater enlightened population than was ever gathered
under the folds of any government of the earth before, and it is
the free trade between these magnificent peoples that enables
them to prosper, as they have prospered in spite of the ham-
pering of your protective tariff. [Applause on the Democratic
side.] Those gentlemen who sing the praises of protection do
not compare Germany and France with England, where the
natural conditions are similar, though one of these countries is
under free trade, comparatively, and the others under protec-
tion; but they always compare this country, the richest on the
earth, inhabited by the most ingenious, industrious, and pro-
ductive people in the world, with the peoples of the Old World,
crowded down by the oppression of the classes for the centuries
which have gone by, and tell us that our better condition herc
is due to protection. They never fell us that Germany is
ruled by high protection, and that they term her labor pauper
labor. They never tell us that England is almost free trade,
and has prospered more than any nation in Europe since she
adopted her free-trade policy.

This discussion gives opportunity to measure this Congress,
not only as to its grasp and conception of the questions of
tariff and protection, but also as to how far it understands, how
fully or how slightly it realizes the dawn of the new era in
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politics and the awakening of the heretofore indifferent masses
under which the people are more and more determined to
tear down privileges, prevent wrong and oppression, and estab-
lish justice. Do Members realize what is in the air? What
does this talk about insurgents mean? What does the talk
about progressives mean—progressive Republicans, progressive
Demoerats, set over as a force against standpat or reac-
tionary Republicans and reactionary or standpat Democrats?
‘What does all this volumé of protest mean? What mean these
sharp-tipped arrows of criticism and revolution flying through
the air in <very direction, arrows tipped with truth, winged with
strength, and sure aimed against the high and mighty? What
mean the speeches of statesmen who love their country and hu-
manity more than they do party sign and symbol, or the lure of
office? We hear the watchmen with vision and voiece to see and
tell of the night; we read tlie newspapers every day, those argus-
eyed creatures of modern civilization, who pierce every nook
and cranny of hidden things; we scan the pamphlets of the so-
called muckraker and the magazine writer, the textbook of
the political economist, the stories of the novelist, the ser-
mons of the pulpit, and the essays of the humanitarian; the
air is charged. What does it mean? It means that the people
are in revolt against privilege, oppression, greed, and corrup-
tion. Populism and soeialism in this country in the nineties
was in great measure a protest against the treason of the great
popular leaders, who served their masters, not the pecople,
too well.

A wilder storm than Populism may sweep this land if we of
this day do not put a curb on unholy greed and make sure that
publiec servants shall indeed serve the people and mnot other
masters.

But, Mr. Chairman, I diverge too far. A local paper on April
16 had this editorial:

SENATE .TO ADOPT OMNIBUS BILL PLAN—FINANCE COMMITTEE WILL CAST

ASIDE TARIFF PROGRAM PREPARED BY DEMOCRATIC MAJORITY IN HOUSE
AND SO MAKE REVISION IMPROBABLE.

When the House of Representatives has finished its tariff program—
has passed Canadlan reciprocity, its free-list bill, and several schedule
revislon bills—the Senate Committce on Finance will throw the whole
product to the winds and proceed on entirely new lines.

The Senate program will be based on the omnibus bill plan. That is,
instead of bringing out the different House bills ns separate measures,
the Finance Committee will take up the entire series of them, re-form
Et.’:hemt into a single general tariff-revision bill, and bring this before the

enate,

In doing this the Finance Committee will
lﬂﬁtgeﬁd greatly to weaken the chance for any

p A
STRANGE MIXTURE OF MOTIVES.

A strange mixture of motives will account for the Senate’s adoption of
this program. The regular Republican Senators, of coursel, favor the
omnibus plan because it glves opportunity for that logrolling which
has nlwags the determining influence In making tariffs. They
will be able to trade among different Interests and groups and indus-
sries; to hold ome gruugl in line for high duties which It docs not want
with the threat that If reduction is made at one point it will have to
be carried throughout the 1ist. :

L - - - L] *

roduce a situation calen-
riff legislation at all to

DEMOCRATIC DIVERGENCE.

Then there are two elements of Democrats—progressive and conser-
vatives—on tariff. Among these the division and the divergence of
motives is no less acute than among the different stripes of Republicans,
Bome of them represent States in which protectlon sentiment has be-
come o factor too Important to be entirely ignored. It Is crystallized
nbout particular Interests, industries, and loecalltles. 1t Is responsible
for the bitter antagonism of powerful lumber interests in Arkansas to
removal of the lumber dutles. It accounts for the fact that Senator
CrArkE of that State has lately been nccounted a protectlon Democrat.

This same Influence has Ion% made the Loulsiana Senators frank pro-
tectionists because of sugar. It is making itself felt powerfully in ex-

ressions that come from the live-stock and rlce Texas.
i]t has made Florida only second to Louisiana among Southern Btates
ns a protectionist Democracy because of the Florlda fruit interests. It
writes the story of Senator gm Moxs’'s vote for the lumber duties.

The article goes on—I will not read it further now, but I will
simply say that it reealls to my mind the suggestion made by
the gentleman from Minnesota the other day, who wanted to
inject into this bill an amendment adding our free-list bill to
ihis, saying that if we were sincere we would accept the
amendment. Ah, in doing that he is charging insincerity on
the part of his President, it seems to me. But I say to him
that if the Republican Senate should tack the free-list bill to
this mensure I would vote, when it came back to the House, to
aceept it, for it ean not affect the treaty. I would trust that
the President would not, in the face of public sentiment and of
the vote of hoth the IIouse and the Senate, veto that bill, but to
put that measure on this bill in the House means to invite its
defeat in the Senate, where surely that would then be its fate.
I do not propose for this bill to be logrolled to its death. Put
this bill and onr free-list bill together and we almost guarantee
the defeat of both. Separately, this bill will pass this House,
and with the President earnestly urging it, it will surely pass
the Senate; and then, if those Republicans who now profess to

industrics o

want our free-list bill and want to tack it to this are honest, we
will pass that, too, both here and in the Senate, and if we do, I
for one believe the President will sign it. In fact, when this
bill has become a law I believe our agricultural Republicans
will be foreed to vote for our free-list bhill.

LOGROLLIXG ITAS BEEN THE POWER BEIIND PROTECTION,

The history of tariff legislation shows, indeed, that it has
been a long, fearful game in which every man has played for
himself. Those whose interests were best organized always
have and always will win in such a game. If no man could
win an advantage under it, if every man was equally benefited
and equally burdened under it, no man would want it. If one
man received a benefit of $10 from it only that Le might bear
the burden of paying $10 benefit to some other man, neither of
them would ask for the law. But equal benefits and ecqual
burdens are not a part of protection.

Perhaps 10 per cent of all our people actually receive a
benefit from the tariff. Perhaps 40 per cent of them think they
receive such a benefit. Ninety per cent of them in faet bear
the burden of the tribute that goes to the favored few. ‘That
is why thoese favored few move heaven and earth, spend money,
bribe, and lie in order to retain a protective tarviflf. I represant
that vast 90 per cent that bear all the burden; they are the
blacksmith, the carpenter, the doctor, the lawyer, the shopgirl
and the house girl, the clerk, the farmer who does not raise sheep
or cattle or a special kind of wheat, and the workingman—
those who toil with their hands by the day or by the month
or by the year. I do not represent the capitalist whose personal
and family consumption is but a fraction of his individual in-
come. Ilis interest is on the other side or is so comparatively
small that it does not affect him. It may seem useless lhere
to try to make plain what this tariff is—how it works and
why it is so ardently defended. It is a tax; but if that were
all no fight would be on in Congress over it now, nebody
would orge it to be made higher, nobody could resist its reduc-
tion. Let me illustrate the tariff : If Washington were a walled
town such as existed in ancient days, including within its
walls all classes of citizens, say to the number of 50,000, she
might include 100 families who were gardeners. Now, these
100 families could not raise on their ground all the potatoes
consumed by the 50,000 people, and many bushels would be
brought in through the gates of the city and sold at the general
market price fixed by the law of supply and demand for the
whole country round about. Just at this point there comes
on the scene a gardener of great shrewdness and he says to the
city council, * Our taxes to support this city government are
grievous. We could make these people outside our gates pay
these expenses by charging them 25 cents per bushel for every
bushel they bring in.” And the council, with glad acelaim, hail
this proposed arrangement and put it into operation. What is
the result? The outsider begins to take his potatoes elsewhere,
to Baltimore or to Philadelphia, so the people begin to be short
and the grocer here is compelled to go outside the gate and
pay the same price for his potatoes that Baltimore does and
pay that tax or charge of 25 cents himself in order to bring
them in. Then if he pays the outsider 50 cents for them and
the gatekeeper 25 cents entrance charge, they have cost him 75
cents per bushel, and he must have a profit when he sells them
to all the people of the city who eat them, so the people at last
pay that tax. But, we have forgotten that wise, shrewd gardener
who is raising potatoes inside. e gets a new idea, and taking
counsel with himself, says: * If the people who eat pay 75 cents
for the potatoes shipped here they must pay 75 cents for my
potatoes, therefore, I will raise my price,” and he does that
very thing. Still finding that they can not raise enongh potatoes
to supply the city and that potatoes are still coming through
the gates and paying this tax and the people seem to know noth-
inz about it, and, finding further, that the city government are
lavish spenders and want more money, and’ that some of them
raise potatoes themselves, e comes before the council again,
and tells them the land is muech richer outside the city and
polatoes grow much better outside, and a thousand other things,
wherefore he asks that the tax for entrance be raised to 50
cents per bushel and it is done. Now, the people in the city
will pay, not 50 cents, not 75 cents, but $1 per bushel for all
the potatoes brought in and for all the potatoes the gardener
raises, and, therefore, Mr. Gardener defends and demands that
this law be decreed sacred and that nobody touch it, unless it be
to amend it by revision upward. This, Mr. Chairman, is * the
tariff.”

Of course it is readily seen that if there were so many gar-
deners that they raised more potatoes than could be eaten inside
the city and they had to go oufside the gates themselves to
sell their surplus, they could not have had their prices raised
by this charge at the gate unless, knowing about the gate tax,
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all the gardeners inside the city combined together; and hav-
ing tried the outside market and found the price there to be
50 cents, they might come back info the ecity, put all their pota-
toes together, and make the people pay 50 cents plus the gate
tax per bushel for all they consume inside and send all their
surplus out and sell that at 50 cents. That, also, is not so bad,
and that is what our Steel Trust has done. That is the trust
stage of protection, which is growing every year a heavier bur-
den and curse on our people. We growers of wheat, corn, and
cottop are very much out in the cold. ~We never have been and
never will be able to form such a trust. I very much fear that
if we were situated so we could ride on the backs of our fellow
citizens we would be inclined to do just as I have supposed
the potato grower to have done in the walled city. On this
point the speech of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, FoRDNEY]
is fllnminating. He says that wlen his mills have cut all the
Iumber they can sell to home consumers at the price they are
able or willing to sell them at, being protected against any out-
side competition by the tariff wall, then it is right that they
begin to sell their surplus at lower prices, not to home people,
but to foreign markets, without profit or even at a loss, and
keep their home price high enough to make a good profit on
their entire output in that way, giving to the outsider the bene-
fit of the great supply and cheap product and making the home
consumer bear the double burden. Under this kind of protec-
tion the donkey is a fitting party symbol of Democracy, be-
cause the mass of the people bear the burden of it. We not
only bear the burden of higher prices to us, but the burden of
enough higher prices to enable the protected interests to go out
into the outside market and by adding to the supply there still
further lower the prices to the outsider. Our higher prices
here help decrease home consumption and help to make a sur-
plus in the home market, and that surplus is used to help sup-
ply the foreign demand and lower the foreign price. What does
the lumber-mill man care who pays him the money, so he can
cut all his Jumber and malke the average price a very profitable
one? That is what the gentleman from Michigan said the
Lumber Trust did; in effect he said they made the home people
pay the profit on all the lumber they sold both at home and
abroad.

Suppose, Mr. Chairman, it were proposed to make a similar
distinetion and discrimination as between different classes of our
lLiome people. Suppose we should say that when dull times come
and a surplus of lumber is on hand the mill man might still keep
hig prices up as to the countryman, the farmer, but lower it to
the city home builder. Would we deem it just? Yet, is it any
less just and right to favor some of our home people at the ex-
penge of others of our heme people than it is to favor foreigners
at the expense of all our home people? No, sir; and T tell you
wae will never get relief from organized greed until we compel
the great industries in this country to sell always, whether they
are running long or short, at the same price to all buyers,
whether for home or foreign trade. Then if Mr. ForpNEY'S
supply shall be greater than the demand at high prices, let him
lower his prices; and if his supply at the lowest price at which
he ecan profitably cut lumber becomes greater than the demand,
let him stop cutting. What right, Mr, Chairman, has the lum-
ber king to demand of you and me that we pay him more than
we could buy his own lumber for anywhere else than in our
own country?

I want to tell you, however, what the largest cattle grower
in my couniy said to me. My county has a little more than
70,000 inhabitants. This gentleman, discussing with me the
duty on hides, said that he rendered 600 head of ecattle for
taxes. He said that if the tax remained on hides and the cattle-
men got all the benefit of it, it would probably amount to 50
cents per head, or $300, to him. He also stated there were not
over 300 men in the county whose cattle possession would aver-
age 20 head. This would make 6,000 cattle belonging to 300
men, and the raised price for their benefit would amount to
$3,000. “Now,” he said, “if they got the money, who had to
pay it?” He thought the tanner could not lose it, so when he
bought the hide lie would charge it up when he sold the Jeather
to the shoemaker and harness maker, and Iie would also have
to have some profit or go broke—that the harness man and shoe
man could not lose it; that they would have to charge it up
when they sold it to the man, woman, or boy who wore the
shoes or used the harness—and so he sald he thought the people
who wonld ultimately pay him the $300 and the 300 small cat-
tlemen thelr $10 each would be those 50,000 people of my
county; and he finished by saying that he had no right to take
tliis money from his people or make them give it to him and
that he was not a beggar or object of charity. Mr. Chairman,
this plain statement that the ultimate consumer paid the tax,
or the increased price by reason of the tax, was the teaching

-

of every Demoerat or professed Democrat until two years ago.
The Republicans used to claim that the foreigner paid the tax
on all imported goods, but even he never claimed that anybody
but the ultimate consumer cever paid the increased price paid
the home producer by reason of the tax. HEven the high-tariff
Republican has too much sense and conscience to deny that the
original cost of any article must he carried on through its few
or many stages of manufacture or transfer and finally un-
loaded on the ultimate consumer. This has been Democratic
teaching for over 40 years, but two years ago a leader of a cer-
tain following among Democrats announced a new doctrine,
to wit, that somewhere between the producer and the consumer
this increase of price to the producer was absorbed and did not
affect the price paid by the consumer. This new doctrine is
neither Democratic nor true, but it is professed by every so-
called Democrat who has some special interest or industry that
hie wishes to favor or help rob the people.

I want to be perfectly fair, however, to this school of De-
mocracy, and I grant that where the tariff on any finished
product is left so high as fo exclude all importation, and that
product is made and its price fixed by a trust, then placing on
the free list the material out of which the finished product is
made will not affect the price of the finished product to the
consunier, and will add to the profit of the manufacturer, but in
that case putting back the tariff on the raw material would in-
crease the profits of the producer of the raw material, but
neither hurt nor help the ultimate consumer. The way to bene-
fit the consumer, the nltimate consumer, is not by putting back
the tariff on raw material, but by taking the tariff entirely off
of the finished product, and let me warn hopeful friends of the
ultimate consumer that until we find some efficient means of
destroying monopolies and combinations all tariff reduoction
will largely fail to give the relief we look for, and the greater
the number of the people and classes that become interested in
profits derived from a tariff on what they produce the harder
it will be 1o prevent these monopolies and combinations and to
break the strangle hold of the speecial interests on the ultimate
consumer. I make this statement partly to apply to the col-
loquy between the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Davis]
and the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KircHIN]. I am
not sure that the price of some special grade of wheat may not
be raised by a tariff.

It may be that there is grown in Minnesota a peculiar grade
of wheat, all' of which is consumed in this eountry, and for
which the demand in ihis country is even greater than the sup-
ply. In my opinion, sir, a tariff {ax on the importation of such
wheat does have a tendency to raise its price, especially if there
is a greater supply than there is demand for the same kind of
wheat in Canada, our next-door neighbor, but in my opinion
the effect would not be great, As its price increases the peo-
ple, especially the poorer people, will use less and less of this
superior grade and more and more of substitutes for it in poorer
grades of flour and corn meal and other substances, while if
the supply of this fine wheat inereases and the price of it tends
to fall, the people will use more and more of this and Iess and
less of substitutes. Whether there be much or little of this
superior wheat, it would always be higher than inferior grades
of wheat, but not very much kigher, because the masses will
use common flour or corn meal rather than submit to too great
extortion, and we all know that the price of this common wheat
both in Canada and America is fixed in Liverpool and must be
substantinlly the same and can not be affected by this treaty
agreement, so that the whole effect of this law or agreement,
after it has passed and conditions have become settled, its
operation become normal and natural, will be so slight as to
malke the narrowest protectionist wheat grower wonder and ask
how it has hurt him or whether it has hurt him at all; but, Mr.
Chairman, if it be admitted—and from all the evidence adduced
and arguments made here on this floor it is substantially true—
that the same class of labor receiving substantially the same
wages produce this wheat in Canada that produce it in Minne-
sota, and I can not see how the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Lexroor] can contend that the President is wrong when he says
that free trade with Canada in wheat does not violate the Re-
publican doctrine of protection, because the Republican doctrine
has been proclaimed to be that the tariff should only be high
enough to equalize the cost of production in this country and
abroad.

I know it is argued that the price should be made higher
Lere than in Canada, because the market price of land in Minne-
sota is higher than the market price of land in Canada; but it
has never been announced, Mr. Chairman, even by the Repub-
licans, that protection ought to be made the means of egualizing
the price of land or giving the landowner an cqual income on
the value of his land, unless the last paragraph of the last
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Republican platform, which demands that a reasonable income
on investments to be insured by the tariff be so construed, and
that part of the platform I understand Mr. LeNroor to repudi-
ate. Besides all this, sir, fhere is just as much difference in
the value of lands in the different States of the Union as there
is in the value of Iand between Minnesota and Canada.

The difference befween the Canadian yield and the Minnesota
vield is not near so great as the difference between the Minne-
sota yield and the yield in Texas, The difference in the gquality
of the wheat in Minnesota and Canada is not near so great as
the difference in wheat in quality in favor of the Minnesota
wheit over the Texas wheat. Greater yields of svheat per acre
generally may be made perhaps in the North than in the South,
and by the logie of the gentleman from Minnesota, if there is to
be any justice in tariff, then we ought to have a tariff between
the States, so as to equalize the cost of production and equalize
ihe value of land and the yield per acre In the different States.
Again, Mr. Chalrman, if those who oppose this treaty on the
ground that it may enable somebody to compete with their
wheat products and possibly lower their price by adding to
the supply ef this fine wheat, if they are right, I say, they ought
to oppose everything else that would have the same tendency.
They ought to oppose every project for irrigating wvast arid
regions or for draining great swamp regions and thereby adding
hundreds of millions of acres to our agricnltural lands, because
by these means we would increase, and vastly increase, the crops
of corn, wheat, and other foodstuffs which help to feed the
American people, and by this increase you will help to lessen
the demand and price for the gentleman's fine wheat. We have
spent millions and are spending millions more to redeem great
areas of this arid and swamp land, and yet when a proposition
arises under which without the expenditure of a single dollar
we may have access for the purpose of raising wheat to millions
of acres of land of good quality which has heretofore been cut
off from us, the gentleman from Minnesota objects. There is no
consistency in spending millions by the Government to irrigate
a million acres of land to make it produce wheat for our people's
consumption and refusing to accept a million aeres of land
already fitted for growing wheat when it is offered to us with-
out money and without price.

In the same way there is no excuse for spending millions to
reforest land denuded of its trees and refusing to accept all the
timber and lumber free of tax that might be shipped into our
borders. I want to be fair with these gentlemen. There is no
question of any necessity of a tariff on wheat to equalize the
Iabor cost of production; but there is a reason that may become
powerful if our city population continues to grow and our ruoral
population ceases to grow, under which the farmer, especially
the producer of foodstuffs, may ask for a so-called protective
tariff to greatly enhance the price of his products.

If this country ever ceases to produce breadstuffs or food-
stuffs of all kinds sufficient for iis home consumption and be-
comes an importer rather than an exporter of foodstuffs, then
the farming interests of the United States, without any tariff,
will get better prices than they ever have gotten for their prod-
uets, but if they do like the manufacturing interests have.done
heretofore, they will combine and demand that a tariff wall be
erected and a great tariff tax bd imposed for their benefit, and
thig, even though they may be able to produce at a smaller labor
cost than the countries against which they ask protection.
They will see an opportunity to levy a tribute for bread upon
every man, woman, and child in the United States, and they
will find a reason to justify it, unless, before that day comes, we
shall have been able to make right and justice and principle
stronger than greed in the human heart or, unless before that
day comes, we shall have abolished the system of collecting
taxes by import duties and cease to hold before all our people a
system under which part of the people are interested in making
taxes higher and higher, because the higher the tax the greater
the tribute collected by them, a system that must have been
born in hell, because it tempts all men to gain the whole world
at the loss of their souls.

Beyond question, if we did not raise enough wheat of all
kinds to supply our people’s demand for flour, corn would be
resorted to as a substitute, and if we did not raise enough corn
and wheat together to supply all our bread, then assuredly a
tariff on corn and wheat would greatly raise the price of both—
both to the grower and fo the consumer. That leads me, Mr.
Chairman, to the speech of the gentleman from Maine. He
urged us to be gnided by Germany and France, which both
imposed high duties on farm products, so as to give home pro-
ducers better prices. It is true that both of these countries
do impose a high duty on wheat. Under what pretext I do not
know, but surely not on the ground that their poorly-paid labor
must be protected against the high-priced labor of America.

Doubtless the high protectionist there makes the same patriotic
professions he does here, but let us see how it works out. I
speak from memory and not precisely. Germany raises only
about half the wheat her people consume. Her yield per acre
is far greater than our own. Her landowners belong to the
higher classes and embrace the lords, who are a great compact
political body, well organized, and long trained to uphold their
own interests. These landlords combine with the mill owners
and other manufacturers to help each other to levy a tribute
upon the great masses, and together these German lords, land-
owners, mill owners, and manufacturers have fixed upon Ger-
many the most iniquitous tariff burdens to be found outside of
the United States, and as a result of her system of laws under
which the few are favored and the many are burdened, as we
were told by the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Hiun], her
working people in the great cities searcely know the taste of
meat. He told us that in the city of Berlin an intelligent fore-
man of a great factory, talking of the price of living for the
employees in that factory, told him that they ate no meat, but
lived on potatoes, rice, and the like.

But back to German wheat. Germany has imposed a tariff
of (0 cents per hundred on all imported wheat. To do this the
landlord belped put on a duty for the benefit of the miller of
$1.20 per hundred on flour, to say nothing of the duty he joins
in imposing on other manufactures. Then, for the further help
of the miller, in order that he might have a monopoly of the
grinding for German consumption, and of grinding Germans as
well as German flour, they give to the miller a drawback of all
‘the tax he pays on wheat and, I think, even a little more than
that on all the flour he makes and exports from imported wheat.
This is done, they say, to encourage her mill industry. Under
this German law the German miller, like our manufacturer,
sells high at home and low abroad. In London German milled
flour sells as cheap or cheaper than American flour, but not so
in Berlin; that is, the German flour does not sell as cheap in
Berlin as the American or German flour sells in London, But
this lure of 60 cents duty on wheat has made the German farmer
for protection. The miller is for protection because of the $1.20
per hundred duty upon his flour. All the strong organized man-
ufacturing interests are for protection for similar reasons, and
none are left to fight for simple equality but the unorganized, the
wenk, the defenseless. The artisan, the day laborer, the em-
ployee, the hireling, the great multitude of the poor, these may
sweat and toil and receive the drippings of protection as it
trickles down to them through the tight-gripping but overfull
hands of the favored classes. These may pick up the crumbs
that fall from the rich man’s table, but gsome day their wrongs
will ery and ery aloud till Heaven hears them. One thought
more. Germany raises half her wheat and imports the other,
For her home wheat the price is raised by just about the
amount of the tax on wheat imported, and the price of all the
flour her people consume is raised by the amount of the tax on
flour, or $1.20 per hundred. Therefore, wheat, but not flour, is
imported into Germany. Now, if they consume 2,000,000,000
pounds of flour, they pay $24,000,000 more for it than they
would without the tax; but Germany only imports one-half her
consumption, or, say, 1,000,000,000 pounds of wheat, on which
the Government collects six millions of revenue, so by this
wheat and flonr duty the Government collects six millions of
revenue and the people pay just four times that much, or
$24,000,000, one-fourth of which goes to the Government, one-
fourth to the wheat producer, and two-fourths to the mill
owner. 'This is a fair sample of the workings of protection;
but if it shall work in this country till strong men, though
laboring hard, may eat no meat and but little bread, a day of
reckoning will come when just indignation and hunger will tear
down the palaces of greed and oppression. Instead, sir, of
insisting on their high privilege of levying tribute on all the
people, ought not the gentleman from Minnesota to join us in
adopting this bill, which has so many reductions of duties,
and then help us to further tear down the throne of this
modern Moloch of special privilege? I might be tempted, Mr.
Chairman, in some instances to agree with the gentleman that
we might favor a protective tariff law whose duties were based
on the difference between the cost of production at home and
abroad if I did not know that, under the assertion of that
principle, under the profession of that faith by the Republican
Party for the last 50 years, we have been led first to the Dingley
bill and then to the Payne-Aldrich bill. I know, and he knows,
that no such protection as he proposes is possible. I know, and
he knows, that lemon growers in Florida and California, sugar
growers in Louisiana and in the West, woolgrowers in Texas
and Ohio will unite with the timber kings on the Pacific and in
the South, and the Steel Trust in Pittsburg, and the cattle
barons of the West, and the manufacturers of the East, and alto-
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gether they will work for and with each other and wring every
possible dollar of tribute from the people. “

But, Mr. Chairman, the subject I want most of all to dis-
cuss in connection with this Canadian reciprocity bill is lum-
ber. I believe that before long every legislator not blinded to
the welfare of the people or wedded to the interests will real-
ize that all natural resources which may be exhausted in time,
or of which our supply is limited or less than our need, ought
to be imported free from any country. They are not the prod-
uct of man’s labor. He can not make them. Nature has
planted and matured them—some of them, like the forests, in the
passing centuries; others, like iron, coal, erude oil, copper, in
the passing of untold ages. If we, as a Nation, might be
selfish—not selfish for the few, but selfish for all our people—
we might have deemed it wise to impose an export duty on all
these and thereby try to reserve them or make them cheaper
for our people alone, but we have not done that. DBy our Con-
stitution we have forbidden that and declared there shall be
no export duty—that our riches may go out free into all the
world. Nevertheless, the whole country is stirred with the
talk of preserving these resources from untoward destruction,
and conservation of our natural resources has become a na-
tional watehword. If I could to-day double the number of
standipg trees on every acre of our forest; if I could double
the thickness and richness of every vein of coal, copper, and
iron; if I could double the output of crude oil, and place all
this increase in the ownership of the Government for the bene-
fit of all the people, would I do it? Yes; a thousand times
¥es; and then I would place a guard with flaming sword over
these riches, to see that the Carnegies, the Guggenheims, and
the Rockefellers, and the Weyerhaeusers never come near them,
If we would preserve all our natural resources—if we would
spend, as we do, millions to increase them—why, then, do we
put up a barrier to keep out these same riches when from the
abundance of other lands they seek our shores? Why, indeed,
except to serve the greed of the present holders of these
great riches? The lumber story, which is only one of the
stories to be told, shall tell you why.

Mr, Chairman, the summary of the report of the Commis-
sioner of Corporations, Herbert Knox Smith, on the lumber
industry, part 1, gives a world of information. The author of
that report, Mr. Smith, says that his investigations show—

(1) The concentration of n dominating control of our standing tim-

ber in a comparatively few enormous holdin steadily tending toward
a central control of the lumber lndustri. i Y y
olding of timber land far in

(2) Vast speculative purchase and
advance of any use thereof.
(3 enormous increase in the value of this diminishing natural
resource, with great Froﬂts to its owners. This value, by the very
nature of standing timber, the holder neither created mnor substan-
tially enhances.

Another paragraph of his report reads:

From Government to private ownership: Only 40 years ago a
three-fourths of the timber now standing wn.sy(lt :§ csﬂmﬁtcd% Ieﬁgff
licly owned. Now about four-fifths of it is privately owned. Eﬂm
great bulk of it passed from Government to private hands through (a)
enormous railroad, eanal, and wagon-road grants by the Federal Gov-
g;m’?:?et; (b) direct Government sales in unlimited quantities at $1.25

Further on I read:

During this interval, and chiefly in the latter half thereof

g)ct cgir::l:ig;nfotligzcl;lzrcggts;fi?crease%htenrald, Ewentyfold, and eovcht}ligt;gﬁla
ons. ¢ present annual ¢

one-third of the present annual cug:. B e oy =hout

very slow.

And this further:

Caontrol of the timber controls the whole Industry: Whatever
over prices may arise from combinations in mmla?;ractum and distrl-
butitan‘:l (é{s t;lr{stlﬁguiahcd fmme“tmbfﬁ ownilt'lg)l. mtlch power 1s Insignifi-
cant an nsitory compared to the contr
itsAr.'lf i % d?‘“;“fn“g D? z!tbéher&?f. ontrol of the standing timber

mount of standing timber: Chere is now left In continental Uni
Btates about 2,200,000,000,000 board feet of E:!vately owned stEndEgg
timber, of which 1,747,000,000,000 is in the * investigation aren."

.By “Investigation area” he explains that he means tle area
fully covered by lis investigntion. I read further:

The prescnt commerclal valoe of the privately owned standing timbe
in the country, not including the value of the land, is eatlmntedg thm}, ll;
such an estimate must be very rough) as at least $6,000,000,000,
Ultimately the consuming publie will have to pay such prfr:cs for Ium-
ber as will give this timber a far greater value,

Concentration of tlmber ownership: Three vast holdings alone, the

atest in the country, those of the Sonthern Pacifle Co., the Weryer-
peuser Timber Co., and the Northern Pacific Rajlway Co. (including
their subsidiary” companies), together have 2388,000,000,000 feet, or
nearly 11 per cent of all ourl_priwlteiy owned timber. With the five
next largest they have aver 15 Fcr cent of the total privately owned
timber and over 19 per cent of that within the Investigation area.
Tinally, nearly ome-half (48 per cent) of the private timber in that
area is held by only 105 great holders. The term " holder” covers any
gingle interest—indlvidonal, corporate, or group—which is so united ns
to be under one control.

The Pacific Northwest: Five-elevenths of the country’s privately

owned standing timber is in the Pacific Northwest (California, Oregon,

Replacement by new growth is

ower

Washington, Idaho, and Montana), 1,013,000,000,000 feet. One-half of
this is now owned bly 37 holders; many of these are closely connected.
The three largest holders (named above) alone have nearly one-quarter.
This section now furnishes only one-sixth of the annual cut. us its
timber is being largely held for the future, and the large owners there
will then be the dominating influence in the industry.

The Southern Pacific Co. holding is the greatest in the United
States—1006,000,000,000 feet. It is difficult to give an andequate idea
of its iImmensity. It stretches practically 680 es along that railroad
between Portland and Sacramento. The fastest train over this distance
takes 81 hours. During all that time the traveler thereon is passing
through lands a large proportion of which for 30 miles on each side
belongs to the railroad, and in almost the entire strip thls corporation
is the dominating owner of both timber and land.

The second largest holder is the Weoycrhaeuser Timber Co. (including
its subsidiary companies), with 06,000,000,000 feet. This does not in-
clude further very extensive timber interests of the Weyerhacuser
family and close assoclates.

These two holdings would supply the 46,684 sawmills in the countr
for four and two-thirds years. They have one-cleventh of our tota
private timber.

The third largest, the Northern Pacific Railway Co; has 36,000,-
000,000 feet.

These three holdings have enough standing timber to bufld an ordi-
nary five or six room frame house for each of the 16,000,000 families
In the United States in 1900. If sawed into lumber and placed in cars,
their timber would load a train about 100,000 miles long.

The holdings of the two rallroad companies are Government
and 80 per cent of the Weyerhacuser Timber Co. holdings was
from the Northern Paclfic grant.

Southern pine region: In the southern pine region there are G34,000.-
000,000 feet of privately owned timber, Concentration in total timber
is much less than in the Paciflc Northwest. There is, however, a high
concentratien in the more wvaluable specles, longleaf yellow pine and
cypress. Sixty-seven holders own 80 per cent of the longleaf yellow
Pine. 29 per cent of the cypress, 10 per cent of the shortleaf and lob-
olly pine, and 11 per cent of the hardwoods.

The Lake States: In Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan there are
100,000,000,000 feet of privately owned timber. 1In Wisconsin 06

olders have three-fourths of all the timber. In Michigan 113 holders
have G0 per cent. In Minnesota G holders have G4 per cent of the
very valuable white and Norway pine, 10 per cent of the other conifers,
2 per cent of the hard woods. 'faklng all three States, 215 holders
have GO per cent of all the timber.

Is it any wonder that, influenced as we all are by our
environments, the genfleman from Michigan [Mr. I'orDNEY]
should be so intensely bitter against this reciprocity treaty,
when the fact is that lumber alone is the great item that may
ht.;] af}fected by this reciprocity? [Applause on the Democratic
side.

Now, let me go on further with this lumber business. Mr.

ants,
ought

 Smith says:

Effect of eoncentration: Such concentration in standing timber, If
permitted to continrue and increase, makes probable a final central con-
trol of the whole lnmber industry. A few strong interests, ultimatel
holding the bulk of the timber, can set the price of timber and its pmd‘:
ucts, The manager of the National Lumber Manufacturers’ Assocla-
tion recently said to lumbermen on the Pacific coast:

“The day of cheap lumber is passing and soon will be gone, but the
men who make the money will be those who own timber and ean hold
it until the suppg in other parts of the country is gone. Then they
can ask and get their own price.”

And I want to say, in connection with that, that in my State
the thin remnant of standing timber is fast being cut down
and sawed into lumber, and, not content to supply our own
State from this fading supply of our timber, they seelk for dis-
tant markets, and they object to any increase of our supply;
and by imposing a tariff attempt to prevent us from obtaining
lumber from foreign lands, whereby our present prices of
lumber would be cheapened and the timber we have would be
further from exhaustion. [Applause on the Demoeratic side.]

I read further:

Certain further factors, not exactly measurable, Increase still more the
real concentration. First, a further Interweaving of Interests, corporate
and personal, connects a great many holdings which the bureau has
treated as separate; second, there are very large totals of timber so
seattered in small tracts through larger holdings that they are sub-
stantlally *‘blocked in” or * controlled " by the larger holders; third,
the concentration is much higher in the more valuable specles.

General information obtained indicates a very high concentration in
timber ownership outside the investigation area.

Pollcy of great holders: The largest holders are cutting 1little of
their timber. They thus reserve to themselyes those incaleulable profits
which are still to accrue with the growth of the country, the diminish-
ing of timber supply, and the further concentration and control thercof.

The concentration already existing is sufliclently impressive. 8Still

more impressive are the possibilities for the future. In the last 40
cars concentration has so proceeded that 193 holders, many interre-
ated, now have practically one-half of the privately owned timber in
the investigation area (which contains 80 per cent of the whale).
This formldable process of concentration in timber and In land cer-
tni.nlfy involves grave future possibilitles of Impregnable monopolistic
conditions, whose far-reaching consequences to soeiety it is now dificult
to anticipate fully or to overestimate.

Mr. Chairman, these statements I have been reading are not
wild flights of fancy or the frothings of political oratory.
They are sober findings of fact by a painstaking Government
official acting under resolutions adopted by Congress asking
for investigation into the eauses of the high prices of lumber.
Now, how any man ¢laiming to represent the people can vote to
favor these lumber interests, to deny free admission to lumber,
as these lumber kings demand, passes my comprehension. And



416

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—IHOUSE.

APRIL 19,

If any man should profess to believe that these Iumber and
timber men are not fighting free Iumber by every means in
their power, we must either wonder at his stupidity and
credulity or at the brazen effrontery of his profession.

I want to read just a little more, and I want now to say
that I shall not include in my reading some tables which I
will Insert with my remarks. I want to refer now to the
amount of timber in the different regions.

Total standing timber in the Pacific Northicest.
[In billions of board feet. Thus, 1,512.9=1,512,900,000,000 board feet.]

Not privately
Pr owned.
States. Total. vatel
owned. National | Al
forests. | othert

Pacifit Northwest.c.eoseesscsecnnss 1,512.0 | 1,013.0 440.8 5.1
381.4 248.1 114. 4 18.9
545.8 308.1 135.8 11.9
391.0 204. 6 81.6 14.8
120.1 50.4 71.0 7.7
065.6 21.8 35.0 5.8

1 Includes ngtional parks, mili reservations, unreserved public lands, Indian
reservations, and timber land owned by the States.
In the southern pine region the total of 634,000,000,000 feet of
privately owned timber is distributed as follows:
Billion fect.

Loulsiana _ 119. 8
Mississippl 2.: 3
Arkansas ,1_'8. q
Florida 3.9
Texas 66, 0
Alabama 56. 3
Georgin (part) ——__— 46. 0
North Carollna (part 42,9
South Carolina (part 30.7
Virginia (part) 14.56
Missouri (part) Eaaz e

In the Lake States the total of 100,000,000,000 feet of privately
owned timber is distributed as follows: TR idaks
on fect.

Michigan 47,6
Wisconsin ~ 20.2
Minnesota 23.2

The lake reglon Is the least Important of the three in gquantity of
timber, but much of its timber is exceedingly valuable.

Concentration in the ownership of standing timber.
SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL HOLDIXGS.

The bureaun's Investigation has disclosed a remarkable concentration
in the ownership of the country's standing timber., A general in-
dication of this great concentration Is afforded by the following tables,
in which the private timber holdings of the country are arranged by
groups of holders according to size of holding in the Investigation area.

Group 1 containg the timber holdings of the Southern Pacifie Co.,
the Weyerhacuser Timber Co., and the Northern Pacific Railway Co.
The other groups contain the holdings ranging between the limits
ghown below :

Group 2: From 13,000,000,000 feet to 25.000,000,000 feet.
Group 3: From 5,600,60(}.000 feet to 13,000,000,000 feet,
Group 4: From 3,500,000,000 fect to 5,000,000,000 feet.
Group 65: From 2,000,000,000 feet to 8,600,000,000 feet,
Group 0: From 1,000,000,000 feet to 2,000,000,000 feet.
Group 7: From 500,000,000 feet to 1.000,000,000 feet.
Group 8: From 230,000,000 feet to 500,000,000 feet.
Group 9: From 125,000,000 fect to 250,000,000 feet,
Group 10: From 00,000,000 feet to 125,000,000 feet.

Group 11: Less than 60,000,000 feet.
For the entire investigation area the extent of concentratlon, by these
groups, Is as follows:

Concentration of timber owcnership by groups in entire investigation aren.

a}ttrilonbr:.t
Number |2 5P por pang
Group. lowned, In o
of holders, *YAEG 0 o total,
of feat.
] e e e S o A E T e L T B e e 1,747.0 100.0
60.2
13.6
5.8
6.8
6.6
8.7
8.5
7.6
5.5
4.9
3.2
80.8

From these tables it will be seen that 8 holdings Inelude no less than
247.5 billlon feet, or nearly 11 per cent of the privately owned timber
in the entire country, and over 13.0 per cent of the privately owned

timber in the investigation area. These 8 holders are the Southern
Pacific Co., the Weyerhaeuser Timber Co.,, and the Northern Pacific
Railway Co. Five other holders ranking next in importance own in
the Investigation area an aggregate of 102 billion feet, or 4.0 per cent
of the total prlvatclly owned timber of the country and 5.8 per cent
of that in the Investigation arca. Thus the 8 largest holders together
own_approximately 340 billion fect of timber, or 15.4 per cent of the
total privately owned timber of the country and 19.4 per cent of that
in the investigation area.

Twenty-two holders own 26.2 per cent of all the timber in the in-
vestigation area; 195 holders own 48 per cent. Stated in another
way, more than onc-eighth of the total timber in the investization
area (this representing 80 per cent of the total privately owned timber
of the United States) is owned hly only 8 holders ; more than one-fourth
is owned by only 22 holders. Almost one-half Is owned by 195 holders.

The most marked concentration is in the hands of the compurntivcl
few large holders of the upper groups: the lower groups control a muc
less important percentage. Thus, while the 385 holders in groups 1
to 7, inclusive, eontrol 55.0 per cent of the timber in the investigation
area, the 273 holders in group 8 control only 5.5 per cent, the 480
holders in group O only 4.9 per cent, and the 655 holders in group 10
only 3.2 per cent,

Furthermore, these 10 groups, 1,802 holdings, embrace nearly 70
per cent of the total timber In the In\-usttgutinn area, while group 11,
the rema!nlnt_: holdings, aggremuting unnumbered thousands, have In
all only 538.2 billlon feet, or 0.8 per cent of the total.

This pronounced concentration is discussed in detail Iater. At the
moment it is essentlal to point out a few general considerations as to
the significance of these fizures.

There are other matters in this report showing how these
large holders have locked in and hold at their mercy smaller
holdings, and Diow at various times under various laws they
have been able to exchange thelr poorly timbered for the chole-
est timbered lands, how they never sleep, and so forth, but I
must desist. I think I have shown enough.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. HARDY. May I have just a little more time, say, just
10 minutes? How much did I have?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. My, Chairman, the gentleman had one
hour. I promised to let the gentleman from Massachusetts in.

Mr. HARDY. I can conciude in five minutes more.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, then I yield five min-
utes to the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized
for five minutes more.

Mr, HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to say that the great
thing involved in this reciprocity treaty is the opportunity
to be given to our people to get the benefit of cheaper lumber,
one of the common necessities. I may say that there may he
differences of opinion as to whether there will be a slight fall
or rise in the price of wheat. It may be that if the tarifl wall
between us and Canada is down, when Canada’s crop fails our
wheat growers may be benefited, and when our wheat ecrop
fails that our consumers may be benefited by it; but shall we
always be held between the upper and the nether millstones of
extortionate prices on everything because some one interest may
sometime in some slight degree be affected? If we can not start
by giving our people free bread, when surely the great bulk of
our wheat is priced by our surplus which goes abroad, where
can we ever begin to stand for the forgotten man—the man
who has nothing but his labor to sell, the man who needs pro-
tection? Who among our fathers who framed the Constitution
forbidding export duties, willing that our riches might flow
into all elimes, and trusting that the natural riches of other
lands might find welcome here, could have dreamed, when
e walked through the primeval forests of onk and pine in
this country, as I have done in my boyhood days, gazing under
the sheltering boughs of those vast glants with eyes searching
the distant gloom through vistas resembling somewhat the
pillared aisles of some ancient cathedral—who ecould have
dreamed 80 years ago that the day would ever come when
some vast monopolistic aggregation would gather into its
control all the wealth and power of these great resources and
would say to the people: “ We will fix the price of the shelfer
over your head”? [Applause on the Democratic side,] God
planted the trees, and sent the rain and the sunshine that
made them grow. The Government gave away vast areas of
Iand covered by the forests in bounties to railroads, and some—
a lesser part—it sold at $1.25 per acre, and these sold lands have
been taken over, in the main, by the same stupendous combi-
nations. And now these corporations, these magnates, these
potentates, whose wealth puts to shame the heritage of eniperors
and kings, come to us and say: “1It Is true these lands, this
timber, cost us little or nothing, but we ask that the Government
put its arms around us and shield us and protect us, and, by a
tax upon importation of lumber, make our timberlands worth,
not $10, or $25, but $50, $100, or $200 an acre.” And all
this we are asked in order that we might pour into the laps
of those already overwealthy individuals, from the toil and
bounty of the poor, unteld, unnumbered, and immeasurable
millions. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
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Mr. McCALL. I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. HuBBARD].

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Chairman, I find myself standing very
much alone. I am the tweélfth juryman against the eleven obsti-
nate fellows. I believe in this reciprocal agreement. I look for
it to add to, not to detract from, the well-being of the United
States. I come from a farming community. Our interests are
agricultural. During the years that have immediately passed
we have felt, in that country, that the tariff tax, as levied, has
subserved the interests of a selfish few; that it meant nothing
to us, but meant all to those from whom we had to buy.

I came here pledged and bound to a revision of the tariff
downward. My party promised a revision of the tariff down-
wiard. Our people demanded it. They had no doubt and no
question as to the direction in which their demand lay, as to
whether it called for a revision upward or a revision down-
ward. We acted upon the tariff. The Payne bill was the re-
sult. My people felt that such a result was a mockery and a
failure.

We are ecalled here by a Republican President for the purpose
of redeeming, so far as we may, something of that failure.

For these many, many years the farmer has been the drawer of
the chestnuts. We have been assured of protection to us when
protection to us was, in the very nature of things, an impossi-
bility, and in return we were expected to gather in the ring
which disposed of the question of tariff duties, take our share
of the loot, and keep our mouths shut. There is an open door
offering that which we have sought, an effective revision of
the tariff. I shall not hesitate to enter upon the path and fol-
Jow it to the accomplishment of our purpose.

I do not care particularly to discuss the question whether
the tariff on Canadian wheat or Canadian barley increases or
Jeaves untouched the price of wheat and barley in the United
States. It seems to me that when the surplus of Canada
reaches the free paths of the ocean, and when the surplus of
America-reaches the free paths of the ocean, they stand there
npon a level as to price. They pass to a common market and
necessarily to o common price.

And as long as a surplus lasts so long of necessity, with ex-
ceptions here and there, must that market price be prevailing
and controlling in this market as well as the other markets of
the world. But what of it? Dut what if the price is raised
here, what if the duty is added to bread? Can any man con-
tend that the farmer is so poor and so hard pressed that this
burden must be added to that of poverty? Are we, in the
agrienltural regions of these United States, in such miserable
condition, as to our land and our labor, that we must, like a
gick Cnesar, ery to the protected interests: “ Give me some
drink, Titinnius! Give me some drink,”

If searcity oppresses the land, is it to be thought of that we
shall drive bread from our doors that some may profit while
others starve? [Applause and laughter.]

Why, sir, what is the wonderful history of my country, of my
State, if you please, almost the entire development of which
I have seen within my brief lifetime? I drove over wild
prairie into Iowa. The prairie fires had been raging. The
country was a waste of blackness beneath, and as the night
came on and the rain fell, looking upon it from the stagecoach,
it was the * seat of desolation, void of light.” The,land was
worth from $1.25 to $3 an acre, and $10 was high. But immi-
gration poured in from all the quarters of the world. Scandi-
navia sent her thousands and tens of thousands to us, and to-
day it is a fenced-in land. There is no wilderness left in it.
The land is worth from $100 to $200 an acre, and earns profit
upon that price. And beyond us during all this time, the time
of onr great development, have lanin the Dakotas.

I have seen the time when on one side of the Sioux River
land would sell for $40 an acre and $50 an acre, while imme-
dintely across, in South Dakota, just as excellent land, bearing
just as much, would not sell for to exceed $12 to $15 an acre.
Dakota was there. Iler lands rose in value as our lands filled.
Her prices went up. Her lands became peopled. She is be-
coming a fenced-in land. To our detriment? Noj; to our bless-
ing and to our benefit. We exchange one with the other, to
and fro, across those State boundaries; her prosperity is our
prosperity. The value of our lands has advanced in equal
step with the development of Dakota.

So with Nebraska lylng next to us. Did we lose anything by
ithe prosperily of Nebraska? Where are conditions of farming
most profitable, most sure? YWhere and when have they been
best with us? In the pioncer days, on the edge of things, with
wilderness beyond, or among peopled and developed States,
cities, towns, market places? - Why, my friends who have
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argued this question seem to think that because across the
border from North Dakota, for instance, Canada is selling
wheat for possibly 10 cents less than on our side of the line that
somehow we are prospering, that somehow: our wheat is made
dearer because Canada’s wheat is made cheaper. As if some-
where, somehow, it must not meet our grain in competition.
The influence that to-day, more than all others, is contributing
to the splendid growth and well-being of Montana, the Dakotas,
Minnesota, is the rapid development of the great Northland.
There they are no longer confronting an inhospitable waste,
but a growing land filling with a friendly and kindred people.
It is as sure as the course of nature that prosperity can not
advance on one side of the line and not advance on the other,
s0 long as wind blows and water runs.

We have gone through one experience in the restriction of
commerce between these kindred lands. We had a heritage of
forest sufficient for all time. I shall not rehearse the miserable
story of blind destruection. Our supplies are approaching the
end. On the Canada side are now almost immeasurable forests
We have forbidden our people to get their lumber from across
the line. We have concentrated lumbering upon this side, and
the result of the concentration is that it has gathered itself
into a few powerful hands that hold the price in the market for
lumber in their grasp and fix it at their pleasure. Our posterity
for many generations will foot the bill for our folly. Do we
wish to repeat the same process with food? We have been the
most wasteful people that the world has known. Step by step
in our 200 years or a little more of history we have moved
across the land leaving it a waste behind us.

Here is Washington situated in the midst of a wilderness,

The land once covered by fertile plantations is now grown to
woods. All New England has been swept over, the fertility of
lier soil taken from her and carried away. In Illinois and Iowa
we no longer hear of the great returns per acre in wheat which
once were common. When you sell a bushel of wheat, of neces-
sity you sell some of the soil with it, unlike the cultivation of
corn, clover, alfalfa, and the feeding of stock, leaving each acre
the richer for use. Taking the United States as a whole, leav-
ing out these momentary and local interests that may be affected
for the instant by Canadian competition, ean there be question
as to the advantage of these United States in having this great
body of wheat-bearing lands lying right along our northern
border?

Why, they say the Canada lands are cheap. Not for long;
not for long. History will rapidly repeat itself. The human
tide has flowed irresistibly from shore to shore. It is but a
few years when even the waste lands among us will be peopled
and cultivated. They must be. Suppose some great convul-
sion of nature were to happen to-morrow and the fields of
Canada should be severed from us, covered and destroyed as
to all possibilities of cultivation. According to these people
who are pleading against this treaty such a calamity would be
the greatest good fortune that could come upon our country
and to our people. This would make us prosperous, add mil-
lions to our wealth, because Canada could not then sell wheat in
competition with us, either at home or abroad. [Applause.]

Our people are pouring into Canada. We could not keep our
land-hungry folks out of such lands, as the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. CaxxoN] has described, with guns. We can not
prevent this movement if we would. And why should we regret
or resist? It is but a repetition of the historie flow of population
that has developed the continent. Is it not an excellent and
desirable thing that we should have friends and kinsfolk dwell-
ing over the border and influencing the policy and commerce
of our northern neighbor?

Who deems it a misfortune that Canada is there? Who
would replace her fertile fields and busy millions with waste
and solitude?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Does the gentleman from Massachu-
setts wish to yield to anyone else?

Mr. McCALL. Not at this time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I would like fo know
how the division of time stands.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama has used
10 hours and 45 minutes, including the time allowed to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCarr]. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania has used 10 hours and 3 minutes.

Mr. MANN. In reference to the time charged to the gentle-
man from Alabama, does that include all of the 5 hours allotted
to the gentleman from Massachusetts?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts has
used 3 hours and 10 minutes, and the total time, including that,
is 10 hours and 45 minutes.
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Mr. DALZELL. _ So there is 42 minutes difference. .

Mr. UONDERWOOD. I would like to have the time evened up
on the two sides to-night before we adjourn.

- The CHAIRMAN. There is 43 minutes difference in favor
of the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. HANNA]L.

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, ywe have before us for considera-
tion a proposed reciprocity treaty with Canada, the same propo-
sition that was up for consideration by this House in February
last, during the third session of the Sixty-first Congress. At
that time I submitted some remarks against the proposed treaty,
and I wish to-day to briefly make some additions thereto.

The speeches that I have so far heard upon the subject here
in the IIoue have been largely along the lines as to the eflect
the proposed treaty will have upon the consumers of the coun-
try and upon the manufacturing interests. I wish to speak
amore directly as to the effect I believe it will have upon the
farmers, especially the farmers of the Northern States from
Maine to Washington.

The State of North Dakota, which I have the honor of repre-
senting in part here in Congress, is purely an agricultural
State. The 330 miles of its northern boundary is bounded by
the southern boundaries of the great Canadian Provinces of
Manitoba and Saskatchewan.

Within the last three months I have received from farmers
and business men of my State signed protests exceeding thirty-
five hundred in number, protesting against the ratifieation of
this proposed treaty. The great majority of these protests have
been signed by farmers themselves, and I have only had five
communications from my State asking or suggesting that I
should support this proposed treaty. The farmers in North
Dakota know from actual personal knowledge the difference
between the prices which they receive for their grain upon the
American side and the prices which the Canadian farmers re-
ceive upon the Canadian side of the line. I stated last Febru-
ary that at the town of Portal, on December 31, 1910—and that
was before there was any talk of Canadian reciprocity—wheat
was worth there that day 86 cents a bushel; across the sireet
in North Portal, which is in Canada, wheat that same day was
worth 75 cents a bushel. Barley that day at Portal was worth
63 cents, and at North Portal, across the street, it was worth
35 cents. Flax that day was worth in Portal $2.33, and at
North Portal, across the street, it was worth $1.89. (These
fizures were furnished by the American customhouse ofiicer.)
The wheat that is raised upon both the Canadian and Aferican
sides of the line is exactly the same kind of wheat.

The grades run the sanme and the freight rates to Minneapolis,
Duluth, Fort William, and Winnepeg are the same. The tariff
and the tariff alone gives the American farmer the larger price.
There is no argument that can be advanced by any man upon
the floor of this House that will convince the farmer living
in the border States and who knows the difference in the
prices of his products upon this side of the line and the prices
for products upon the Canadian side of the line that this Cana-
dian reciproecity agreement is a good thing for him.

There has been much said as to the price of wheat in Chicago,
Minneapolis, and Winnipeg. The wheat that is marketed in
Chicago is not the kind of wheat that is raised in the Canadian
Provinces of Saskatchewan, Alberta, and Manitoba and the
States of North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, and Minne-
sotn. The quotations on Chicago wheat are entirely for what
is known as soft winter wheat. No. 2 red is, I believe, the con-
tract grade. The only States that produce spring wheat, from
which the patent flour is made in any quantity, are the spring-
wheat States of Minnesetn, North Dakota, South Dakota, and
Montana, and the wheat that is preduced in the Canadian Proy-
inces of Albertn, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan is the identieal
same kind of wheat. This spring wheat is a very hard, flinty
wheat and makes the very best of flour, and naturally brings a
somewhat higher price than the soft winter wheat; and, in fact,
quite a large quantity of this spring wheat is used for the pur-
pose of mixing with the winter wheat and thereby raising the
quality of the flour made from winter wheat. There is prac-
tieally no spring wheat exported from this country, but it is
almost all nsed lere in the United States. Six years ago the
Province of Saskaichewan produced about 5,000,000 bushels of
wheat, now they produce over 90,000,000 bushels; the produc-
tion of oats has increased from 1,500,000 bushels to over
60,000,000 bushels; barley increased from less than 200,000
bushels to nearly 8,000,000 bushels; flax increased from noth-
ing to over 4,000,000 bushels; and the production of wheat,
oats, barley, and flax in Manitoba and Alberta is going up by
leaps and bounds.

In the summers in the Canadian northwest the days are ex-
tremely long, and the same is true to n somewlat less extent
in Minnesota and the Dakotas. In the city of Fargo, in which
I live, in the summertime a person can see to read out of (doors
at 9 o'clock in the evening. The daylight and twilight con-
tinues even longer as we go fartbher north. The consequence
is that the isothermal line extends a long way to the north
and it is possible to mature grain in this northern country in a
very short time. Wheat sown in April is harvested early in
August; oats sown in May are harvested at the same time; bar-
ley sown in May is harvested the last of July; flax sown the 1st
of June is harvested the 1st of September. I have traveled ex-
tensively over the Canadian northwest and have seen its mil-
lions of acres of virgin soil, much of it as yet untouched by the
plow of the farmer, and I realize its possibilities. It is capable
of producing wheat, oats, flax, and barley in great abundance,
and this vast country, as yet in its infancy in the production of
grain, will, with the admission of Canadian grt}lns into the
United States free of duty, have the effect of lowering the prices
that are now received by the American farmer for grain of a
similar character all over this country.

The early part of this month there was a State convention
held in the city of Grand Forks, N. Dak., for the purpcse of
protesting against this Canadian reciprocity agreement. Lvery
county throughout the State, some 50 of them, held county con-
ventions and regularly elected delegates to attend this State
convention. It was attended by some 1,200 fo 1,500 delegates
from all parts of the State, men who were representative farm-
ers and business men, to enter their protest against tl{is [ro-
posed treaty. They passed the following set of resolutions by
a unanimous vote:

RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED.

We, the farmers and business men of North Dakota in convention
assembled, protest against the ratification by the Congress of the United
States of the ding trade a ment with Canada, In view of
attitude the following declarations were unanimously adopted :

1. That it Is unfalr and unjust to the agricultural Interests, offering
to them no semhlance of reciprocal equivalent in return for what it pur-
poses to glve.

2. That it will bring suffering and disaster to a very large number of
our producers, with no hope that the price of bread will be lowered to
the consumer,

3. That the duty on barley will accrue In benefit solely to the brewer,
incurring great loss to the producer,

4, That it places our farmers in the pesition of competing in our
own home markets with an allen people, upon conditions mest ad-
yvantageous to our competitors.

5. That the Canadian producer, with his cheaper land, requires
sgnullcr investment, making the per ‘bushel cost of his product much less
t r's.

I(1],.] 'fgat it * blazes the way " for the emigration of thousands of our
pecple and millfons of our wealth to a foreizn field.

TI.‘ That it will reduce farm values, increasing the burden of the
debtor, destroy Incentive for the ter development of farm produe-
tion, and lure to alien benefit untold millions of our wealth that should
and would acerue to this and future generatlons If emiployed in the
development of those vast untliled acres that lie between the Missis-
gippi liiver and the Pacifle within cur own borders.

é’_ That 1t will lower the standard of farm life, reducing it to one of
drundgery, lessen the opportunities for the better education of farm
children, and drive from Instead of encouraging them to remaln on the

mﬁ?"ﬁrhnt it will lessen the purchaslng power of our own producers,
and by so doing the commerclal interests wiil suffer n greater loss than
can possibly be overcome by any gain in trade with Canada,

10, That in trading our home markets of over 00,000,000 people
{markets that are abundantl sup&}llcd by_our own producers, markets
that have been largely made and earned, and which, by right and
heritage, belong to our own producers) for that of 8,000,000 Capadians,
with its doubtful increased advantage to the commercial and manufac-
turlng Interests, 18 not only unfalr and unjust, but reprehensible.

These resolutions express the sentiments of over 100,000
American farmers living in the State of North Dakota.

Recently I had a letter from Mr, C. B. McMillan, of my State,
who lives within § miles of the Canadian boundary line., He
writes me “that every farmer and every business man on the
American side is against the proposed treaty.” He states that
“ oyvery farmer and every business man across the line on the
Canadian side are for it.” Let me ask, Are we, the Members of
Congress of the United States, Iegislating to help our own peo-
ple or the people of Canada?

T also have a letter from Mr, Frank H. Dickinson, of Ayr,
N. Dak., & man who has Iived In my State for 80 years, and who
is one of its most prosperous farmers. He has written me
within the weeck that he intends to sell every acre of his North
Dakota land. e says that he belleves that this treaty will go
through: that it will hayve the effect of lowering the prices of
land, and that Iie had better get out now while hie can get out at
a fair price; and then he adds further on in his letter, “ land Is
cheap in Canada; I will go up there and invest.”” Another
farmer writes me, and his letter was received yesterday, and

BOYS: -
iprocity treaty is the burning question in North
naigfa."“f”&fﬁgm’}'iﬁf:o yog and tgo delegation in %nngrm from North
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Dakota for the positlon you have taken agalnst it. Everyone In the
State, Republicans and Democrats, farmers and business men alike, are
bitterly opposed to the ratification of the treaty.

I have had hundreds of letters on this subject, and the ones
quoted are fair samples of them all. I do not believe that if
we go from Maine to California, throughout any of our northern
States, we will find one farmer out of a hundred who is in
favor of this reciprocity treaty. For 850 miles North Dakota
borders upon Canada. Through the northern half of the State
the Great Northern Rallroad from St. Paul to Seattle crosses
the State. Running north in North Dakota from the main line
of the railroad to the Canadian line are 12 branch lines of the
Great Northern Railroad, and only three of them cross over
into Canada at the present time,

The rest of them run up to within a mile, or 4 or 5 miles, of
the boundary line and stop. The reason they stop there is be-
cause of the tariff wall that now exists between the United
States and Canada. Remove that tariff wall and this railroad
will immediately push its branches across into Canada and
bring down the Canadian wheat, oats, flax, barley, cattle, and
everything else in competition with the farmers of this country.

I see many of the Manitoba and some of the Saskatchewan
Canadian papers, and they are without exception heartily in
favor of this proposed treaty, believing that it will raise the
price of their lands by the influx of Americans into their
country and by opening up to them the great markets of the
United States. My understanding as to the right way to in-
crease the trade of a country by reciprocity is to trade some-
thing we have and which the other country does not have for
something they have and which we do not have, and I believe
that is true-reciprocity. For instance: The United States uses
a very large amount of coffee. We buy it largely from Brazil,
and it is imported to this country entirely free of duty. We
could enter into a trade agreement with Brazil, with the under-
standing that we would continue to allow their coffee to come
in free of duty, and they to make concessions to us for things
we produce or manufacture and which they do not produce or
manufacture. This would be true reciprocity. But, under
this proposed treaty, we are entering into an agreement with
an agricultural people—for Canada manufactures but little—
and we intend to bring the 8,000,000 Canadian people, who are
largely interested in agriculture, into direct conflict and com-
petition with our own agricultural people and in the very same
line of products.

In the speech which was made last Saturday by the gentle-
man from Maine [Mr. Hinps] he stated the facts clearly and
plainly; showed that while the United States at the present
time, at least, was importing but little butter from Canada,
yet at the same time Canada was exporting millions of pounds
of butter to England. Naturally, if the tariff between the
United States and Canada is removed, the distance being so
much less and the freight rates so much lower, instead of ship-
ping her butter to England she would ship to the United Siates,
and the same analysis would apply to every other agricultural
produet. i

I wish to quote the price of wheat on Thursday, April 13,
1911. No. 1 northern at Winnipeg was 80} cents; No. 1 north-
ern at Minneapolis was 98F cents. This is exactly the same
kind of wheat—hard spring wheat in both eases. Flax at Win-
nipeg was worth $2.30 and flax in Minneapolis was worth $2.51,
Would these figures indicate that the tariff was of no benefit to
the farmers of the United States?

Mr. Chairman, I am bitterly opposed to this proposed treaty.
I consider it a one-sided treaty, and that Canada has a long
way the best of the bargain. If it is ratified, it strikes the
farmers of this country a deadly blow. It means that every-
thing the farmer produces is placed on the free list, except
wool—and that, I understand, is to go next. Free raw mate-
rial seems to be the ery, and the farmer, producing nothing, it
is said, but raw material, although to him, at least, that which
he produces is the finished product, must suffer. For years the
American farmer has been led to believe that a protective
tariff was best for the development and building up of this
country, and I have so believed and have so maintained, and I
believe so now, where all interests and all classes are treated
alike. The American farmer has been told that when the time
came that the American people consumed the products of the
farms that then the tariff would be of real and direct help to
him. That time has now arrived. At the present time we are
not produecing any more barley than we consume; we are not
raising as much flax as we consume; our wheat exports are
dwindling down, and within the next four or five years we will
no longer be an exporter of wheat; we are practically using
all of the eattle we produce in this country, and the same is
true as to butter, eggs, potatoes, and all farm produce; and
the day has arrived when the tariff upon farm products is a

real benefit to the farmer. But now, when this time has ar-
rived and when the opportunity has come for the farmer to get
a fair price for the products and the things he produces, then
the tariff, which is to help him, is to be wiped out entirely.

Under this proposed treaty wheat is placed on the free list,
but a duty is left on flour; barley is placed on the free lisf, but
a duty is left on barley malt; flax is placed on the free list, but
a duty is left on linseed oil; cattle are placed on the free list,
but a duty is left on beef. Where is the justice or the equity in
a proposition of this kind? Yho has put the larger amount of
time and labor into any one of these articles—the farmer,
who produces the wheat, barley, flax, and cattle, or the miller,
the maltster, the crusher of flaxseed, and the packer? And who
is most fairly entitled to a reasonable amount of protection?
There is but one answer, and that is that right and justice are
upon the side of the farmer, and as far as lies within my power
I shall do my best to see that he gets a square deal. *

The farmer will not stand to have his products placed on the
free list and be content that the manufacturer alone shall have
protection. The people have complained as to the high cost of
living, but the high cost of living has not been caused by reason
of the price that the farmers have been receiving for their
products. The trouble has been, and is, that the high cost of
living has been ecaused by combinations and monopolies, high
freight rates and express rates, which have been and are be-
tween the producer and the consumer. This proposed bill will
not in anywise affect any trust or combination which exists
for the purpose of raising prices, but will really help them by
giving them all farm products free of duty. Farmers' organiza-
tions have been started. We have the Grange, the Farmers’
Alliance, the American Society of Equity, and others, and the
time is not distant when the farmers will rise up in their might
and will form an organization that will sweep over this country,
and they will demand and will get their just rights.

Mr. Chairman, I believe in a fair protective policy—protec-
tion that shall apply equally to all sections of the country, to
all classes, and to all people. This proposed treaty strikes at
the very foundation of the great prineciple of protection, which
has been the solid rock upon which the Republican Party has
stood for half a century and upon which it has had the con-
fidence of the American people. Let us stand together now as
Republicans, true to our time-honored prineiples, and vote
against this bill; and if it must go through this House, let it go
through by Democratic votes and as a Democratic measure, for
that is what I believe it to be. [Applause.]

Mr, DALZELL. Mr, Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr, NeLsox].

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, there can be no doubt in the
minds of those of us who have read the statements made by
representatives of farm organizations before the committees, or
who have read the editorials of farm journals, or who have
heard the speeches of Members representing agricultural States,
as to what the American farmer thinks of this proposed pact
with Canada. He is against it, so far and as fast as he is
informed of its real provisions, of its total disregard of sound
economic principle, of its total disregard of moral standards,
and of its utter lack of the spirit of the sguare deal.

N0 BENEFITS FOR TIE FARMER,

The representatives of the American farmer have made it
clear that so far as benefits to him are concerned in this tariff
mensure they are Utopian, imaginary, fantastical. They do not
exist. But, so far as burdens are concerned, they are only too
real and threaten to become heavy and grievous to bear.

THE BARB-WINE BUBDLE. .

When the masters of the National Grange of many Eastern
States first sounded a note of warning to the farmers of this
country Secretary Wilson was sent East to make a speech so as
to allay the farmer's fears. The great benefit to the American
farmer that he found in this treaty was free barb wire. The
American farmer may be naturally slow, possibly eredulous, and
yet he is no man's dupe. He proceeds to look into this alleged
benefit. What does he find? He finds it ridiculous to suggest
that a saving in the small amount of barb wire used to fence a
field or two for cattle would be any offset to his losses. More-
over, he finds that Canada does not produce barb wire, and cer-
tainly not in such quantities as to affect the American price
of barb wire the least fraction of a cent. He finds that Canada
has barb wire on the free list and imported last year over
96,000,000 pounds of wire from the United States. This impor-
tation has reached as high as 114,000,000 pounds of wire a year.
So this benefit of free barb wire turns out to be a bubble that
upon examination bursts and vanishes into thin air. But in
the mind of the American farmer Secretary Wilson suffered on
this same barb wire a severe rent in the trousers of his repu-
tation which it will take him some time to mend,
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FREE LUMBER A GOLD DRICEK.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSON, My time is limited, but I will answer a ques-
tion.

Mr. SHACEKLEFORD. I wanted to ask the gentleman
whether in his investigations the farmer made any discoveries
with reference to lumber.

Mr. NELSON. He did. The next alleged benefit that was
claimed for the farmer was free lumber. So the farmer set to
work to find out what benefit there ig in that item. Being
somewhat suspicious on account of barbed wire, he expected to
find in it knots and slivers for him. And so he did. The lum-
ber he does not use in any quantity—the rough lumber—is on
the free list, but the lumber he does use—shingles, boards
tongued and grooved—are taxed in this treaty. But suppose
that the henefit of the average reduction made in the tariff on
lumber that he does use gets by Jim Hill's railway freight
charges, through the benevolent associations of retail lumber-
men, and reaches his pecketbook in safety, what would be the
amount of saving when he comes to build a new house once in
40 or 00 years? Any old farmer ean figure out in his head that
this saving, if it got to him, would not exceed §10 or $15. So
that this benefit from free lumber turns out to amount to
10, 15, or possibly 20 cents a year as an offset to his losses.
Now, the farmer may be slow, credulous, and wear long whis-
kers, but he is no man's fool. He knows when some one is
attempting to work off on him gold bricks.

MOONSHINE MARKETS.

Thereupon the farmers were told of the free markets of
Canada for small fruits and vegetables. The farmer takes
down his geography to look for these markets of Canada to
which he may send his small fruits and vegetables and expect
a reasonable profit after he has pald the freight. Dut he does
not find them. They are Utopian. They do not exist. As
well might these gentlemen go to the icemen of America and
point out the profitable markets of Iceland for iee, or go to the
coal men and suggest to them the markets of hades for coal
The farmer knows as well as anybody that his home markets
are far to be preferred. He can not be fooled into the belief
that he ean profit by carrying coal to Newcastle. The farmer
may be slow and credulous, but he knows as well as anyone
else when some one is attempting to hand him a lemon.

FARM LOSSES REAL.

But while his benefits in this pact are imaginary, his losses
are real. The representatives of the American farmer made it
clear before committees that now when consumption had over-
taken production and he steod to gain from the tariff his relief
from Canadian competition is to be taken away from him.
They also made it clear that his losses would come to him in
three forms.

FALLING PRICES,

These representatives called attention to the falling prices in
the crops now on hand. Gentlemen for the treaty may shut
their eyes and their ecars to the abundance of evidence that
exists of its probable effect upon prices, but the farmer knows
what Is taking place to-day. At the very suggestion of the
passage of this pact he suffers a severe loss in present prices.
He knows what has happened to the wheat, barley, oats, hay,
and dairy products. He asks himself, If this is the effect before
its passage, what will be the result when this pact shall have
become a certainty? Who can estimate the loss in dollars and
cents to the American farmer that comes to him in the falling
prices of crops now on hand?

DECREASED CROP VALUES.

But a more serious loss will come to him in the decrecase of
the average value of his crops per aecre annually. The repre-
eentatives of farm organizations, who know farm statistics, who
know the cost of production of every crop, who know from bitter
experience the effect of an oversupply in the markets, assert with
intense conviction that when this Canadian competition shall be
a fact, when the Canndian farmer with his special benefits,
whiech, in general terms, they point out as consisting of greater
farm areas, cheaper lands, fertile virgin soil, lower taxes,
lower-priced farm labor, cheaper manufactured articles plus
farm implements, plus the necessities and comforts of life under
the favorable trade relations between Canada and England, and
generally a much lower standard of living; when the Canadian
farmer shall have free access upon equal tariff terms to Amerl-
can markets in competition with the American farmer, swho
would.suffer under these speeial disndvantages; smaller farms
requiring intensified farming, higher priced lands, the invest-
ment required having doubled the last 10 years, worn-out soils,
cither producing smaller yields per acre or requiring more labor
and fertilization, and rotation of crops and years of fallowness,

higher and growing taxes, higher wages of farm hands that
have increased 60 per cent in 10 years, 45 to 60 per cent tax on
manufactured articles plus farm implements now protected by
high tariff walls, the necessities and comforts of life, here con-
trolled by monopolies swhich levy tribute at will, and, finally,
the cost of production 50 to 100 per cent above 10 years ago
and a much higher prevailing standard of living; swhen this
Canadian farmer, numbering millions, shall flood American
markets with his produocts, the effect must be inevitably a de-
crease in the average value of American farm erops of at least
$1.50, probably $2, and possibly $3 per acre annnally. Who can
estimate in dollars and cents this annual loss in the lessening
values of his crops per acre that may come to the American
farmer as a result of this Canadian pact?

WISCONSIN IIT TARD.

Such States as Wisconsin, it is asserted, will be hit hard by
this treaty. TFarmers fear that it will probably ruin the barley
market and at times greatly affect prices on potatoes, oats,
cattle, sheep, hogs, cheese, and dairy products.

TUMBLING VALUES OF FARM LAXDS,

But the most serious loss, they fear, is tumbling values of
farm lands. As a basis upon which to ground this point, 1 will
read a few lines of testimony by Prof. Atkeson, of West Vir-
ginia, before the Senate Commlittee on Finance, Prof. Atkeson
testified, in part, as follows:

I nm a practical farmer and o teaclier of a
taral college. 1 have been dean of the agricultural college for n good
miny years. A good many years ago, when I was younger than 1 am
now, I was a laborer on a Kanawha Valley farm that I still own and
opernte. 'That land was selling In the fifties, when I was a boy, at
$100 an acre. Boon after the construction of the Cht:s:\?cnku & Ohio
Raflroad, which reached Charleston from the farms of the West, that
land could not be gold for $35 an Lands that had sold 20 or 30

feulture In our agricul-

acre.
years ‘frevlausly, before the Civil War, nt $100 an acre suddenly
dropped to nbout $35 an aecre, because all the lands of the West were
brought into competition with this Kanawha Valley land in West

Virginia.
What I saw _as a bO{ in the Kanawha Valley, in bringing into com-
etition with that fertile valley the fertile ficlds of the West, this coun-
Fry will see and feel to a greater extent when we open the fertile, cheap
lands of Canada to competition with these higher-priced lands of
America. That is as ccertain as that twice 2 make 4. do not know
to what extent, I do not know how much, It will affect the price of
wheat, but I feel absolutely certain that the opening of those cheaper
lands to mmgetllion with ours must affect serlously the agricultural
interests of tho country.
Now, thig dean of the college of agriculture was stating, from
an abundance of experience and knowledge, what every man

knows who is at all familiar with the history of agriculture in

this country.
A WARNING FROM EXPERIENCE.

What he says of West Virginin was equally true of all North
Atlantic States. With the development of the West, where lands
were cheap and wild and homesteads free, with the building
of the transcontinental railroads, which put the products of
these western farms into eastern markets in competition with
the products of the high-priced lands of the Iiast, what were
the consequences? The eastern farmer took the life out of his
farm. He wore the soil to the bone, so to speals;, in striving to
meet that competition. But it would not avail him. The prices
of farm values in the East fell, fell, and fell, until they reached
the bottom, where they remained stagnant for about 30 years.
There they remained until the West had settied up, until the
farms of the West were taken up even in the arid and semiarid
regions, until the prices of farm lands became so high that
population commenced to drift back Iast and Sonth, buying
up these abandoned farms. Of recent years farming in New
York, in New England, and in the Virginias has been picking
up. There is now a fair living to be made out of these old
farms, and with proper fertilization some profit. The equilibrium
between last and West bas nearly been restored. DBut when
you now tear down, as you propose to do, the tariff wall between
the American farmer and the Canadian farmer, what will be
the effect? The dean of the agricultural college, out of his
experience and knowledge, has stated the farmers' view. The
effect of Canadian competition, he asserts, must be that the
farm lands East and West will fall in value precisely ag for-
merly the East fell in competition with the West,

A LONG PERIOD OF STAGNATION.

To what extent they will fall no one can foresce. How long
this condition will exist no one ean know. It is probable that
stagnation will exist until Canada, like the West, shall be popu-
lated, all agricultural lands developed, the prices of farm lands
in Canada equal prices in America, and genernl conditions in
both countries assume a standard of equality. But in the 1mean-
time, basing our experience on what happened in this country
and what has happened under like conditions in every country,
in the world, who can estimate the loss in dollnrs and cents
that may come to the American farmers through this unspeak-
able folly?
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FARMERS' S8ENSE OF RIGHT AND WRONG OUTRAGED,

But the farmer is not opposed to this pact from material
motives merely. It is not with him wholly a question of money.
His sense of right and wrong has been outraged.

REAL RECIPROCITY HELPFUL.

At first these words, Canadian reciproeity, fell upon his ears
ywith a pleasant sound. Reciprocity was suggestive to him of
the golden rule. It was symbolic of all that is fair, equitable,
and just in the dealings of the people of one country with the
people of another conntry. He had not forgotten past Repub-
lican platforms. He remembers more or less distinetly the
specches of American statesmen, notably MeKinley and Blaine,
on reciprocity. He had no fear of any harm, for it meant merely
reciprocal arrangements between these two countries in tariffs
on noncompeting products. He thought of it something like
this: Canada will send over to us some things that we need
but do not produoce, or do not produce in suflicient quantities,
and we will send to Canada that which €Canadians need and
do not produce in sufficient quantities. Thus no industry will
be injured in either country and no class diseriminated against,
but there will be mutual benefit and service to the people of both
countries. He never dreamed of a treaty going beyond non-
competing products, because the moment it does so he ean see,
as anybody can see, that of necessity favoritism comes into
play. Some industry and class will be selected for losses,
other industries and classes will be selected for increased profits.
Thus the very spirit of reciprocity is destroyed. The farmer'’s
dream was over when he found what this pact really contained.
He found in it diserimination against him of the rankest sort.

NOT RIGHT BUT MIGIT.

“ By what moral or ethical rule of right have they measured
out to me my portion of probable Iosses‘? ” he asks. ‘ By what
ethical standard of right have they sclected my products for
free trade? What right had they to cheapen the labor of my
arm and my brain so as to give raw material to the manufac-
turer, to relieve him of the payment of tariff revenues to Can-
adn, and to help him to enlarge Canadian markets at my ex-
pense? By what standard of ethics was the right or wrong in
any of these 250 items determined? By what standard of right
and wrong were any of these decreases or increases of tariff
rates established?”

To these questions there has been given, there can be given,
but one reply—the framers of this pact were evidently not at
all disturbed over questions of right and wrong. They had the
arbitrary power to make what selections they pleased. Nothing
in this pact is clearer than that there was no consideration had
of questions of right; it was wholly a matter of might.

TRUTII NOT WANTED.

Moral standards of right having been disregarded, what ef-
fort was made to avoid error and to ascertain the truth? The
farmer is entitled to know the facts.

“What light was had upon the ifems of this treaty?" he
asks his Representative in Congress.

We answer, ““None whatever.”

“DBut did you not have a Tariff Board, to which a quarter
of n million dollars of appropriations Imd been made. whose
duty it was to supply you with these facts?”

“We had, but the Tariff Board was not consulted in the
preparation of this pact. After the treaty had passed the
House a Senate resolution by Senator Cuaarixs called upon
the Tariff Board for facts. MThereupon the board reported, but
the faets furnished in no way sustained the President's argu-
ment for the treaty. Instead, it strikingly proves the injustice
done by it to the farmers of the country.”

“Did not some committee investigate the facts with refer-
ence to these items?”

“No,” we reply. ““Members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee repeatedly stated upon the floor of the House that this
treaty was prepared by some person in the diplomatie service,
no investigation was had by the committee, and no detailed
statement of facts furnished ns to any item in the treaty. All
testimony taken before the committee was given against i, with
the single exception of the newspaper representative, who
frankly stated that the newspapers wanted this paet, becanse
it would give them free wood pulp and print paper. The news-
paper associntion represented by him, he argued, would thus
gave $6,000,000 a year in the cost of print paper.”

THE INTERESTE FAVORED BY THE PACT.

“WWhat are the favored interests in this treaty?” the farmer
wishes to know.

We reply: “The Deef Trust scems a great favorite. Cattle
on the hoof are put on the free list, but meats are taxed 13
cents per pound. The flour combine is another favorite. It
gets free wheat, but secures a tax of 50 cents a barrel on flour,

Automobiles are given reduced rates into Canada. This looks
likes a gift to the General Motors Co., the automobile combine.
Automobile manufacturers, at any rate, will save about $350,000
a year in Canadian customs duties. Printers' supplies are in
the treaty for reduced rates. This seems to be in the interest
of the American Type Foundry Co.,, which is the so-called
Printers’ Trust. Aluminum is in the treaty for reduced rates.
The American Aluminum Co. is a perfect trust. It has a plant
in Canada, but has no rival either there or in the United States.
Biscuits are in the treaty. This seems for the benefit of the
Biseuit Trust. Fruit produets are in the treaty for reduced
rates into Canada, This may be for the benefit of the Canned
Fruit Trust. Bituminous coal is in the treaty for reduced rates
into Canada. There can hardly be any doubt as to this being
in the interest of the Coal Trust. It will save at least $450,246
a year in customs duties to Canada that will hereafter be re-
mitted. Condensed milk is in the treaty. This seems to be in
the interest of the Condensed Milk Trust. Cottonseed oil is in
the treaty. Clearly this is for the benefit of the Cottonseed
Qil Trust, which is given free Canadian markefs. This frust
will thus save annually the sum of $179,138 that it paid Can-
ada last year in customs duties. Articles of glass, of leather,
and of brass are in the pact for reduced rates into Canada.
This is probably in the interest of the Glass Trust, the Smel-
ter Trust, and the Leather Trust., Iron ore is in the {reaty
for reduced rates. This may be for the benefit of independent
steel companies, but more likely it is in the interest of the
Steel Trust. Cement is in the treaty for reduced rates into
Canada. This is likely to be in the interest of the cement
combine. Farm implements are in the treaty for reduced rates
into Canada. This seems clearly in the interest of Morgan's
International Marvester Co., which gets reduced rates into
Canada for farm machinery of all kinds, and saves at Ileast
$100,000 a year in Canadian customs duties—thanks to this
proposed pact.”
FAVORITISM AND POWER.

“PBut how in the name of common sense,” asks the now in-
dignant farmer, “were these items selected anyway?"

We do not know, but we can form an opinion from the facts
that have come to our attention. We find, for example, that
cream separators are singled out from all the machinery used
in butter making and placed upon the free list. The crenmery
separator companies directly charge in their circular litera-
ture that this industry was discriminated against through the
influenee of a prominent Canadian senator. A member of the
Ways and Means Committee stated that he had requested that
grindstones be included in the treaty. From such facts it is
easy to infer that when these diplomats representing the United
States met with the diplomats representing Canada they fa-
vored their friends, their home interests, and politieal ends;
they bargained with each other behind closed doors; and after
the exercise of diplomatic ingenuity, skill, and political wire-
pulling the items, industries, and classes in this freaty were
finally agreed upon, some for probable losses and some for
probable gains. Certainly the whole transaction smacks of
rank favoritism.

THE GENERAL WELFARE DISRECARDED.

“But was there no consideration had,” the farmer asks
again, “as to the probable effect of this pact upon the well-
being of the American people?"

NOT THR WELL-BEING OF TIIE FARMER.

The reply must be that a study of the pact reveals elearly
that no thought was taken whatever of the well-being, the
prosperity, and the good will of the American farmer. He gets
no benefit out of it whatever, but stands to lose in every pos-

gible way.
XOT THE WELL-BEING OF THE CONSUMER.

Nor will the consumer profit by it. Common sense and a
eareful study of the treaty will convince anyone of the fact,
admitted on both sides of this Chamber, that the reduction
made in tariff rates on the farmers’ food products will not affect
the cost of living to the consumer. He will be the most disap-
pointed of mankind, if he expects to buy his bread, milk, meats,
and beer any cheaper than he does now.

The 10 or 15 cents lost by the farmer on a bushel of wheat is
not likely to get by the railroad companies, but if it should it
will be less likely to get by the Flour Combine, but if it shonld
it will not get by the baker.. A loaf of Dhread will not be
changed either in price or size. The loss the farmer suffers
on his cattle is not like to get by the transportation companies,
but if it should it will hardly get by the Beef Trust, but if it
does it will not get by the butcher. The price and size of the
pound of meat will not be changed a particle for the consumer.
The loss to the farmer in the price of barley will not get by the
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railroad companies, but if it does it will not get by the brewer,
and certainly it will not esecape the saloon keeper. The price
of a glass of beer will not be less for thirsty throats.

That the consumer will gain nothing by the passage of this
pact is so certain that no Member of this House has dared to
assert that it would cheapen the cost of living. The farmers’
losses wiil be absorbed by the middlemen, who now get 65 cents
to his 35 cents out of every dollar the consumer pays for food.
The consumer expects bread, but he will get a bone.

THE MANUFACTURING INTERESTS WILL GAIN.

The manufacturing and monopoly interests will gain in three
ways: The Beef Trust, the Flour Combine, the Steel Trust, and
other interests will get raw material free, or at reduced rates
from Canada. These interests are relieved entirely of payment
of customs duties to Canada or given greatly reduced rates.
In the case of the Coal Trust, this amounts to nearly $500,000
a year, and, moreover, these privileged interests secure Cana-
dian markets for themselves in return for American markets to
Canadian farmers.

NOT PRINCIFPLE BUT FORCE. -

This traaty, therefore, is not based upon any economiec prin-
ciple, nor is it in accord with any ethical rule of right, and is
wholly lackiag in the spirit of the square deal. It is what law
always comes to be when enacted by a combination of special
interests—the expression of brute force and of arbitrary power,
That and nothing more.

POWER BACK OF PACT.

Will the House pass this pact? Undoubtedly. There is back
of it a combination of irresistible power. The President is
back of it with all the power of his great office. The Demo-
cratic Party, except 12 Representatives from farm districts, is
back of this bill solidly, especially from the South, and party
leaders frankly and consistently state that they are for it for
two purposes: They desire the overthrow of the entire protee-
tive system and the defeat of the Republican Party at the polls
in the coming Presidential election. The big daily newspapers
are back of this treaty, because this pact gives them free wood
pulp and print paper. And, finally, there is back of this treaty
most of the Representatives in Congress from New York, Chi-
eago, Milwaukee, St. Louis, and all the large cities, whose con-
stituents mistakingly hold the farmers responsible for the high
cost of living. Such is the combination of power that is about
to run the steam roller over the American farmer.

FARMER RESENTS UNFAIR TREATMENT,

Now, the farmer resents this treatment of him as a class.
ITe has the self-respect of a just and honorable man, and this
discrimination touches his pride keenly. His hands may be
callous, but his heart is not, nor his head. The American
farmer asks only for a square deal. Why should he suffer such
unfair diserimination? Iow has he deserved it? Certainly
not from his own political party.

BACKBONE OF TIIE REPUBLICAN PARTY.

The American farmer has been the backbone of the Repub-
lican Party all these years. Cities might go Democratic, but
when the votes were counted in the rural districts it was found
that the farmer had saved the day. He has been the patient
pack horse of protection, because he believed what the cam-
paign orators told him repeatedly upon the stump, that he was
getting relief from Canadian competition in American markets,

GRUMBLED AT THE ALDRICH DILL.

It is true that he grumbled when the overloaded Aldrich bill
wis placed upon his broad back, but even then he did not kick
over the traces entirely on the protective principle. He still
believed that he had his portion of relief from competition with
the only country on earth that he had any cause to fear. His
surprise may therefore be readily imagined when President
Taft, contrary to his pledge in the Republican platform, pro-
posed a pact that removes entirely the farmner's protection from
competition with Canada. In his message the President, in
effect, asserts that the American farmer has been the pack
horse of protection all these years for nothing.

Unfortunately this announcement comes to the American
farmer when relief from Canadian competition would be of real
benefit to him, because now consumption has overtaken produe-
tion East and West; it comes to him at a time when the farmer’s
vote is no longer dominant at the polls, because 550 per cent of
the population of this country.now live in the large cities of
the land; it comes at a time when the abuse, the perversion,
the misapplication of a great economie principle has so out-
raged public sentiment that it calls for a scapegoat. So the
farmer is selected as the sacrificial victim to suffer for the
wrongs done by those privileged interests, who even in this pact
profit by his misfortunes.

THE FARMER WILL DEFEND HIMSELF.

These privileged interests may well beware lest they plague
him beyond all patience. Shorn of his once kingly strength,
there is yet remaining to the American farmer the strength of
Samson, and Samsoplike he may some day pull down the
whole tariff temple over tlie heads of privileged interests. Surely
the Republican Party can not support free trade for the farm
and protection for the factory. “A house divided against itself
can not stand.” Ilereafter the farmer will demand protection
for every industry alike or free trade for all.

LOYAL TO IIS COUNTRY.

The farmer is loyal to his country. He has faith in Govern-
ment. He believes that law must represent justice to all classes
alike. He is therefore keenly hurt at the thought that the
farmer class should thus be diseriminated against. 'What justi-
fication is there? The farmer is in no trust. Iis industry is
{the one in which there is still full and free competition. He
does not declare dividends quarterly. His margin of profit is
at most 2% to 3 per cent on his investment. As a rule he gets
little more out of his year’'s labor and the labor of his wife
and children than a fair living for himself and family. There
has been no rush from the cities to the farms. The farmer can
not strike for an eight-hour day. He works eight hours—but,
as has been said, eight hours before noon and eight hours after
noon. He rigks his year’s toil on wind and weather, heat and
cold, bugs, worms, pestilence, and politics. As he sees if, this
pact will but increase the per cent of mortgaged lands and of
farm tenants.

THE REAL PRODUCER.

The farmer feels hurt at this proposed injustice, because he
knows he is the real producer of wealth in this country. Farm
investments represent twice the value of the investment of
manufactures. The farmer has produced 75 per cent of the
Nation’s wealth. He is the producer of necessities of life, and
to discourage him is to reduce the purchasing power of 45 per
cent of the population. Is not this a government for the great-
est good of the greatest number?

ROOSEVELT REVERSED.

The farmer feels hurt at this injustice, because he knows that
he is the salt of the land. Upon the farms must be reared the
strong men and women, physically, mentally, morally, and spir-
itually, that shall be the salvation of this Nation in the future.
He knows the danger of centralized population in the great
cities. He is familiar with the story of ancient Rome. IIe
knows the history of the decay of nations. Why this sudden
reversal of a great national policy? What of the Roosevelt
Farm Commission and its purpose of making a happy, contented,
and prosperous people upon the farms of this country? What
of the appropriations of millions yearly to encourage agricul-
ture? Why, now, strike this body blow at the American farmer?

CONCLUSION.

Gentlemen advocating this treaty profess to believe that these
fears and forebodings of the representatives of the American
farmer will prove unfounded. Fervently we hope and pray that .
this may be true. But whatever the future may have in store
it is certain that the farmer has nothing to gain by this pact
and everpthing to lose. As a trade this treaty is a farce. Can-
ada gives up revenues mmounting to $2,500,000; America gives
up revenues amounting to £5,000,000. The Ameriean furmers
are given Canadian markets of only 8,000,000 people, but the
Canadian farmers are given the American markets of 92,000,000
of people.

In short, Mr. Chairman, from the farmers’ point of view, this
pact is not only a bad bargain, but most unfair when tested by
every moral standard and uatterly lacking In the spirit of the
square deal.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr, Chairman, have I 15 or 17 minutes
remaining?

The CHATRMAN.

Mr. DALZELL.
[Mr. Sroax].

Mr. SLOAN. Mr. Chairman, being a new Member, I sat in
my place during all the sessions of this term and listened closely
to the several debates. Due modesty, as expected from u first
termer, would probably require me to sit in eloguent silence
throughout this discussion, but I represent a district essen-
tially agricultural, in which all the sources of my people’s thrift
are to be affected by the final disposition of this bill.

I heard the delightful three hours’ entertainment furnished
by the gentleman from North Caroling [Mr, Krromin], and I
wish that my constituents could have seen and heard it. Then
came the Member from Maine, worthy successor of Thomas B.
Reed, the greatest Speaker of the nineteenth century, and James
G. Blaine, that unsurpassed statesman of any age. Blaine gave

The gentleman has 19 minutes remaining.
I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska
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us the name of the proposition here this day discussed, and I
believe that if living they would indorse the doctrine so well
voiced by Maine's eloquent son. I do not think either would
indorse the substance of the proposition before us to-day. As
I was taught reciprocity it was to be the sword of commerce,
companion to protection, the shield. And while it might be
used as a weapon of offense and even conguest, it should never
be perverted into the suicidal blade.

That speech of the new Member from Maine and the several
other Members leave anything more than a fragmentary dis-
cussion unnecessary. The first days' proceedings of this Dbill
will leave little guestion in the minds of the country why
Maine, smaller in size, less fertile in soil, and younger in his-
tory, has and does still exert a more powerful influence upon the
times, the Nation, and the world than North Carolina.

The proposition before this House is one vouched for by the
President of the United States. Thkat is the best thing that can
be =aid of it. That is also, to my mind, the worst thing that
can be said of the President. That my attitude may be thor-
oughly understood, let me say, I regard our President as the
best equipped chief magistrate who ever graced the presiden-
tial chair. To his great heart, big brain, ripened judgment, and
thorough experience as a jurist, diplomat, and executive, my
admiration as a man, my allegiance as a citizen, and my zeal-
ous-suppert as-a partisan have been faithfully accorded. Some-
thing more than two years ago we elected him as President, and
when we compare him with those who have announced them-
selves as candidates against him for the election they all suffer
by comparison. DBut this does not carry, express or implied,
any right to control in the processes of legislation. In this
matter his work was done when this treaty was negotiated,
and I assume his interest now to be similar to that of any
other public man in the country outside of the Senate and the
House.  The Members of this House and Senate should deter-
mine this legislatiom and thus exercise our constitutional pre-
rogatives, “ wearing our rights as royal robes, our manhood as
a crown,”

And to those of the majority let me say that if we are inde-
pendent under the circumstances, it should be easy for you; if
we can meet the front of a presidential Cabinet, you ought to be
able to brave the wrathful threat of a Kitchin eabinet.

I am willing to bear my full share of public burdens. My
people cheerfully bear theirs; but I dislike unwarranted dis-
crimination. TLast Friday this House passed a publicity bill.
Publicity is all right, but it should apply to all. That bill
should be called “An act to subject Republicans to publicity
and exempt Democrats,” Well, maybe we could bear publicity
better than they, but I did not like the discrimination.

Another discrimination. I do not recall the action of any
Republican national convention calling for free trade in our
real competitive products and retaining a duty on those prac-
tically noncompetitive. I know of no caucus of our party,
House or Senate, that has said that all the protection the
farmers have enjoyed shall be removed, without removing or
paving the way for the removal of all other protective duties.
This at a time, as was stated by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr, Prrers], when consumption is forging fast upon the
hieels of production; just when the protective tariff, insuring us
control of the home market, would make farm life profitable
and homes desirable. Now to lose it after the Ameriean
farmer for a hundred years, the best buyer in the world, has
been forced to buy from protected American factories and
mines. Again, the gentleman from Massachusetts suggests
that we will soon be able, through the adoption of a constitu-
tional amendment, to have an income tax; just when the
farmers are becoming able to have reasonable incomes they
will tax them. I am in favor of a reasonable income tax, but
its coming at this time, when foreign competing articles are
not even taxed up to a revenue basis, seems like “ erowding the
mourners.” And recollect that the farmer's wealth is open to
the view of his neighbors, the assessor, and the world; and he
can not conceal his thrift as can others,

To our Republican friends who favor this proposition and
gtill desire protection on articles in which they are interested,
I recall the chivalrous offer of Artemus Ward, who was ready
to sacrifice all his wife's relatives to put down the rebellion.
History does not recall what the relatives said when the pro
gition was put to them, and history is yet to be written what
the great Northwest, where Republican congressional votes, as
the results of last fall's election, are thickest, will do after the
final passage of this aet, should it receive material Republican
assistance. TUnfair diserimination may be endured from the
majority during the brief bienninm of their incumbency, but
such a diserimination by Republicans should never be tol-
erated.

No farmers’ organization seems to have been consulted prior
to the enactment of this trenty. Its immedinte effect is against
the farmers. They were entitled to a hearing. Alfruoistic and
neighborly reasons have been suggested for our ratifieation of
this measure, but to the 6,000,000 farmers this is an economiec
question and not one of altruism or philanthropy. It is sug-
gested that we should give Canada better terms than we would
any other Nation. If we desire to protect our own people and
do so effectively, we must be more solicitous of our protection
against our more immediate industrinl and commercial com-
petitor than those at a greater distance, because in the latter
case the additional freight charges amount to a degree of
protection.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CeumrAcker] said that it
was unfortunate that some must live close to the Canadian
border. That is true, and we can not widen that line in terms
of miles, but we can widen it in terms of money. If we can
not say that it shall be 500 miles wide, we can say that it
shall be 10 to 25 cents per bushel wide.

I desire to consider the Ieading reason assigned by the
friends of the measure. To be perfectly frank with the country,
the I’resident, the majority, and this minority should state
that the large purpose, both in negotiating the treaty and its
passage through the Congress, is to reduce the cost of living;
and to be equally frank in adding that the same shall be done
at the sole expense of the American farmer. The majority
say it will reduce the cost of living. I agree, although others
opposing this bill do not do so. The only important question
for debate then is, At whose expense? The products of whose
toil, foresight, and prudence are affected? The various grains,
forage, and meat and dairy products, all of which are produced
by the American farmer, and which are practically all of the
products of the American farm, are placed on the free list. If
they were not to be reduced in price, then the negotiation of
the treaty, the action of the last Congress, and the expense of the
present extraordinary session would be all in vain, and if they
are reduced in price to the purchasers, they must of necessity
be reduced in price to the sellers. I know of no power in such
a connection that will make the prices paid smaller and the
prices received larger. That is a Ierculean task fit only for
the majority caucus of this House to attempt. This reduction
is considerable; it should not be hastily imposed upon the
farmers. If the reduction would be inconsiderable, this whole
procedure would amount to “much ado about nothing.”

The eloguent gentleman from North Carolina insisted that
the price of wheat was the same in Canada as in the United
States and therefore there would be no change, but the men
wlho know hiow prices have run along the southern Canadian
border and the northern American border and the testimony
they give overwhelmingly establish the incorrectness of the
general proposition. There is not an owner of a thousand
busghels of wheat who would risk its marketing on the proposi-
tion of the gentleman from North Carolina, but millions will
be marketed upon the basis of the proposition of the gentleman
from Minnesota. I marketed my wheat last fall right from the
machine, and advised my neighbors to do the same. YWe heard
from Vermont a short time after that, and wheat has been com-
ing down ever since, and what has occurred in wheat has been
true in other foodstuffs and meats and dairy products. The
supreme confidence of the American people in the ability of the
present majority to reduce prices scems firmly fixed. The first
reduction came with Vermont's defection. This was empha-
sized when Maine slumped. It was intensified with the land-
glide of the general election, and when reeiprocity was an-
nounced the toboggan seems to have been hit so that the prices
now, compared with what they were, represent already count-
less millions of dollars to the farmers of the land. These mar-
ket movements and political results may or may not be closely
related as to cause and effect, but they usually go together.
Some of them feel like an eminent finaneier in 1904, when there
was a sharp slump on the stock exchange of a great national
system of railroads. He is reported as saying to his son, “ Well,
Jay, £5,000,000 went to hell in the Wabash and Missouri Pacific
to-day.” The comforting boy said, “ Never mind, father, grandpa
will get it.”” The farmers can not take such a philosophie view
of thelr losses, because they refuse fo admit that they have
grandfathers oceupying coigns of vantage to catch the loss,

No, my Democratic chanticleer, this is not your sunrise. The
king of your brief day was up and beaming in your waking eyes
before you, golden-throated herald of the morn, even thought to
crow. And he will set regardless of your protest. The more
or less warranted resentment of the people was against the
Republican Party. It was not in your favor except as an inci-
dent. The old remember how prices were smashed in the late
fifties under the Ilgin treaty and a Democratic administration.
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The young remember the cheap man’s paradige under your last
administration. Do you think for a moment had the majority
last fall declared for this you now indorse—that is, throw down
our bars to Canada—that you would be in a majority to-day?
No. Tammany and Dixie would not have been given an oppor-
tunity to combine against the country.

1 listened to the admonition of the gentleman from North
Carolina not to fool our farmer constituents upon wheat prices.
1 will not. I could nmot. I did not. They told me and are
telling me now in a storm of protest by letter, card, and peti-
tion, demanding that I vote and speak against this bill, and
from the farmers of my district I have not heard one favoring
note on this proposition, and these people are from a State with
the lowest per cent of illiteracy in the Union. My recollection
is that it is a little less than 3 per cent, while that of North
Carolina is 28.7 per cent, so that they probably do not need his
solicitous aid.

I asked one of my Democratic farmer friends if he thought
I should, in the interest of my neighbor farmers, vote for the
treaty. He said, * Should the chicken vote for the ax?"

Our market for wheat is to a large extent Minneapolis and St.
Paul, where our winter wheat, which does not make the whitest
of flour, is mingled at a lesser price with the high-priced
northern wheat and commands uniformly a larger price in
Nebraska than the high-priced wheat does in Canada, equi-
distant from Minneapolis. Turn in competition the vast amount
of Canadian product and it will drive our wheat from the Min-
neapolis market. We are not permitted under the pure-food
law to bleach our wheat, and we must then depend on the local
and southern markets or export. Our friends from the South
may be getting cheaper food, and we will be selling cheaper
wheat. The millers of my district agree that it will very
largely reduce the price of our wlheat, and the amount of this re-
duction will not be measured by the recent production of
Canada.

One gentleman discussed thie advantage to the beef producer
on the farm. A few hundred head of cattle which I annually
feed, a few more hogs, the few hundred tons of hay I ship, and
what wheat T have produced makes this question to me a practi-
cal and familiar one. Especially as to beef. Canada can fatten
her ceattle on grass and hay and prepare them for slaughter just
as well as can and do the cattle raisers of Wyoming, Idaho, and
Montana, which cattle, well prepared, furnish a strong competi-
tion for our corn and alfalfa fed beeves. I am ecareful not to
send to the markets my corn-fed cattle when there are big
runs of ecattle from the Northwest fed on cheaper land, cheaper
grain, and cheaper hay.

And while we speak of cattle, I recall that under the Payne
bill they got our hides—now they want to get our carcasses. I
hear the threat of free raw wool. Mr. Farmer, prepare for
your income tax. I wonder if there is any new hammer-lock,
half-Nelson, strangle-hold, or any other political grip held in
readiness for the man shose children have left his home and
become a majority in the cities. It is the potential production
of Canada, to be stimulated into activity by this agreement, that
in the years to come will be the serious, grinding competition,
lessening the prices of our products, decreasing the values of
our land, draining our banks, destroying the thrift of our com-
munities, and inviting the means, enterprises, and the youth of
best promise into a country, an empire in extent, which is to be
developed by the drainage of American wealth and energy.

This leads me fto what T regard the most important ohjection
to this bill; that is, in this day of progress, it is distinetly a
step backward. This Government and its people have lived,
grown, and prospered because they have always had the cour-
age to say that our home interests shall be protected and exalted,
and upon that theory have our business and industries been
upbuilt.

The farmers believed that their protection was safe until at
least some great political party declared against it. So, last
November they slumbered and slept. The Democratic platform
of 1908 furnighes no basis for this act. The following is the
Democratic declaration made at Denver. This, if you will
recall, was the third epistle of William to the faithful. It was
not to the Ephesians, as might be inferred from the Scripture
lesson of the gentleman from Connecticut. Both the majority
party and the Ephesians have gone out of the silver business,
The first epistle of the same eminent author said the gold
standard had slain ten thousands while the tariff had slain

but a thousand. They are getting down to the small bunches

now.

First it says: “We favor immediate revision of the tariff by
the reduction of import duties.” Iow? First, * articles enter-
ing into competition with trust-controlled products should be
placed upon the free list,” Now, that is as far as the free list

goes, Do our Democratic friends say that farm products are
controlled by trusts? Are the farmers in the trust? And if
they are not, will you punish them because they are not and
somebody elge is? ;

Second. * Material reduction should be made in the tariff
upon the necessaries of life, especially upon articles competing
with such American manufactures as are sold abroad more
cheaply than at home.” This measure is not under this clause,
because it is a removal of the tariff and not a reduction.

Third. “ Gradual reduction should be made in such other
schedules as may be necessary to restore the tariff to a revenue
basis.” It can not be under that elause, because having taken
off all the duty, you could scarcely tell how many more gradual
reductions you should make before you restore it to a revenue
basis. Do you not think you should have warned the farmers
before you took this oppressive step against them? You will
not be heard to say that a Republican President vouched for it.
The Constitution fixes the responsibility upon a majority of this
House for revenue legislation.

A large portion of this country was and appeared to be rich
and fertile. These parts of the United States have been taken
up and settled either through purchase or by the bestowal of
the Government. As the American people looked for newer
lands, the question seemed to present itself to the Govermment
as to whether the enterprising young people should be allowed
or encouraged fo change their homes to the new lands of
Canada, Australin, or elsewhere. It was concluded by the
American people without partisan division, but by common con-
sent, that between the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans plains that
seemed to be arid, mountain slopes that appeared to be rocky,
swamps that were rich but undrained, presented an oppor-
tunity which by reasonable amount of governmental assistance
would add many millions to the arable lands of the United
States without either conguest or purchase on the part of the
Government. Under the advice of wise administrations and the
assistance of generous Congresses, large projects for drainage,
irrigation, conservation, and reclamation lhave been Inaugu-
rated and made effective in various parts of this country, and
over $60,000,000 have been so spent. Large projects for drain-
age in the South and for irrigation in the West are under con-
struction now. The great mountain snows that have hereto-
fore melted in the spring and tumbled down the slope, becoming
great engines of waste by erosion and otherwise, and then run-
ning purposeless to the sea, are now being captured and held
in vast reservoirs to furnish water power at proper intervals
and in the dry summer seasons to bathe the soil. The result
of all these has been that throughout the West and South
lands unproductive either through too much water or too little
have been made productive. The deserts of the West have be-
come in large sections as fertile as the Valley of the Nile, and
the swamps of the South are being made as arable and produe-
tive as the rich prairies of the Middle West. Out of these proj-
cefs more wheat has been raised per acre than anywhere or at
any time in the history of this world. Greater fruit crops have
been yieldéd than were yielded in the Promised Land, the final
tempting faect which induced the Israelites to enter. Greater
forage yield has come. Greater yield has come from these
projects than was'ever produced anywhere. There arose among
the people of the United States, financial, philanthropie, in-
dustrial, and educational, a strong cry and a mighty movement,
“RBack to the soil.” Men, considering carefully the social and
industrial problems, welcomed this new movement, It also took
on the form of redeeming and reclaiming the impoverished
farms of the ISast and the saving and replenishing of the
forestry throughout the United States. In fact, it seemed that
so far as agriculture was concerned, the exploiting in a specula-
tive way all new land and impoverishing the old had come to
an end.

Perhaps the greatest shock to those interested came with the
announcement of this treaty, which, by its terms, prejudiced
the farming interests in the United States. It invites men of
wealth to make their agricultural investment in Canada in-
stead of in America; the young men and women to seek Cana-
dian farm homes rather than western farm homes; to draw the
money from the banks in agricultural communities to invest
it in Canadian properties, bringing the level of farm prices and
farm products down to the Canadian level; and to divert atten-
tion and interest from intensive conserving methods of farming
and reestablishing the extensive speculative methods of farm-
ing in Canada that were in vogue 25 and 30 years ago through-
out the West.

The purpose of all these projects was not speculative, but was
to disperse the American people throughout its borders, where
homes would be built and maintained and the drift from the
farm lands of the castern half of the United States to the
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cities might be checked. Wise men, looking ahead, saw the ill
results of gathering people into the great cities, every one of
which has been well said to be a “ great evil.”

The United States has within its borders 3 citles containing
collectively eight and a half million people. It has 8 cities each
containing more than a half million. It has 19 cities contain-
ing more than a quarter of a million each. It has 50 cities
containing more than 100,000 each. It has 108 containing each
more than 50,000 ; totalling nearly 25,000,000, Broad and inviting
as are the valleys, fields, prairies, and forests, the current of
human life in America is drifting toward the cities. When this
country took its first census, only 84 out of every 1,000 peo-
ple lived in cities or towns. Thirty years later that number
increased to 49 out of every thousand; 60 years later it had
increased to 125. In 1900 it reach 811, nearly 10 times what it
was at the time of the establishment of our Government. Our
urban population now is about 500 out of every thousand, or 50
per cent. And this despite the fact that creative genius made
the country, clothed it with beauty, and filled it with fatness;
while the city was man made to pollute the air, befoul the crys-
tal rivers, deforest the hills, rob and impoverish the soil. Yet
paths to the city from every compass point are worn deep by
the feet of farmers’ boys and girls, leaving staid and comfort-
able farm life for the doubtful lure of the city’s uncertainties.
Were this drift new and without historical precedent, no great
concern might be excited, but the tidal drift of humanity into
the cities from the beginning of recorded history has led to any-
thing but desirable national results.

Carlyle said, “A great city is a great evil,” and few will ques-
tion that statement. True, there is wealth gathered, culture
abounds, religion rears her greatest temples, and beauty basks
in the light of loveliness. Yet there is more than a counter-
balance of shadow. While Dives feasts, Lazarus, surnamed
Legion, fasts and starves. While purity exists, vice is nurtured,
debauchery stalks, and crime multiplies. There is the air putrid,
the pathway foul, heat oppresses in summer, cold pinches in
winter, while manhood and womanhood, weakened and emascu-
lated, become ready victims to sinful and insanitary surround-
ings. The white plague finds in congested tenements its multi-
plied vietims. Many thousands so alllicted children are in New
York and other great cities, while ten times as many daily risk
infection in their disease-breeding dwellings, named more po-
litely apartment houses. There, too, the white slave dons her
garb of degradation in an atmosphere and environment which
forge, fit, and fasten the chains of her shortened life and render
swift and sudden the loss of her soul. The metropolitan glare
lures fatally the rural moths. They see the apparent warmth
and splendor of mansion and saloon. They hear the clink of
gold and are thrilled with the throb of the multitude. And
these young men and women, like the ant and the swallow,
gregarious in their instinets, leave the ozone of mountain, the
pure air of the fields, and the beauties of the valley to herd
with the multitude at a risk inecalculable and a price often un-
speakable. The American people were just making a good begin-
ning to turn the tide back to the pure air, rich fields, and happy
farm homes, and it seemed to have the support of the great
thinkers and those in authority.

Theodore Roosevelt has said:

1 warn my country that the great recent progress made in city life
is not a full measure of our elvilization, for our civilization rests at the
bottom on the wholesomeness, attractiveness, and completenecss, as well
as prosperity, of life in the country. The men and women on the
farms stand for what is fundamentally best and most needed in our
American life. TUpon the development of country life rests ultimately
our ability, by methods of farming requlrlul: the highest Intelligence, to
continue to feed and clothe the hungry nations, to supply the city with
fresh blood, elean bodies, and clear brains, that can endure the terrific
gtraln of modern life. We need the development of men in the open
country, who will be In future, as in the past, the stay and strength

of the Natlon in tlme of war and its bullding and controlling spirit in
time of peace.

President Taft has said:

If 1 were advising young men as to thelr future profession, I would
say that tleve are greater opportunitics in agriculture than in any other
profession In our country. The farmer's life takes him away from that
nervous exhaustion, that gambling propensity, and that bustle and
rapidity that hurry men to their graves.

It seems to me a pertinent inquiry under this consideration,
Where are these greater opportunities in agriculture? Are they
‘not the lands rapidly being reenriched and reclaimed in our
Iast, rich still and produective in the Middle West, or that part
being rendered especially desirable, profitable, and produec-
tive in the great West and South in the United States? Or
are they on the boundless plains of Canada? Are they
among our home people, or are they among strangers? Are
ihey under the American flag or under an alien flag? It seems
to me that the choice is easy and nothing should be done to
thwart it. We have lands fertile now and which can be made

productive to accommodate and provide for the people of a
mighty race for a thousand years to come. If American eapital,
American brains, American industry, and American youth and
blood are to develop any lands, it should be our own. We own
the pole at the north; we own the canal at the south. We own
all that we want between, where there is ample opportunity for
American industry and thrift, and ample room for free, health-
ful, patriotic homes under the American flag. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairmam, I yield to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Saxuer W. SamitH].

i’.I‘&l&e CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Michigan is recog-
nized.

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to no one
in my desire for the fullest and fairest trade relations between
the United States and Canada.

I honestly differ with anyone who is of the opinion that
this agreement in its present form is fair, just, and equitable.

In clear and unmistakable terms it diseriminates against the
farmer and for which I feel there is no just cause.

I am unable to understand why in the making of a treaty
of this nature it was necessary to place alone the products of
the farm on the free list, while at the same time practically
everything the farmer purchases remains upon the protected
list, ranging from 45 to G0 per cent.

It would be interesting to know—

First. Who it was, acting for the United States, made this
treaty with Canada; how much time was spent in the prepara-
tion of the same; and what information was furnished, and if
this is available. And I hope during this debate gsome one will
discuss the legal features of the same. As I understand it, all
revenue legislation is supposed to originate in the House of
Representatives.

Second. What data, if any, has the Tariff BDoard given the
Committee on Ways and Means concerning this agreement, and
where can the same be procured?

We are paying each of five members of a Tariff Board $7,500 a
vear, whose business it is, among other things, to secure the
best available information npon matters like the pending treaty
and give the same to the President and Congress, and recently
$250,000 was appropriated that the Tariff Board might have
the fullest opportunity to make investigations and report. It
does seem to me that if the Tariff Board has not been con-
sulted, or has not had time to consider this measure, undue
haste has been exercised.

If the Tariff Board is to be ignored in this, then it will afford
an excuse for so doing in all future tariff legislation, and we
might as well abolish the board and save the expense,

1t is true that the Tariff Board has made a report (see
8. Doe. No. 849, 61st Cong., 3d sess.), but in their letter of
February 28, this year, addressed to the President, it seems
to me that they have made it clear that they have not had
gufficient time to properly investigate the matter set forth in
the report; and, as much as I admire the President, I am
sorry he has called Congress in extra sesslon at this time, for
it does seem to me that neither the Tariff Board, Members of
Congress, nor our constituents have had sufficient time and
opportunity to investigate go important a matter as this treaty;
and, for one, I would have been very glad to have had an op-
portunity between the adjournment of the last Congress and
the next regular session of this Congress to have mingled with
my constituents, believing that frequent conferences and dis-
cussion respecting this treaty would have been of mutnal ad-
vantage and perhaps would have avoided a good deal of un-
pleasant feeling that exists in the country to-day, growing out,
in part, of the feeling that too much haste has been exer-
cised in forecing this treaty upon the people of this country,

I have the honor of representing a district stretching from
the Detroit River (just across from Windsor, in Canada)
beyond the State eapital and more than 40 miles wide.

Four wards in the city of Detroit—the twelfth, fourteenth,
sixteenth, and eighteenth; six townships, bordering in part
upon these wards; my home city—Pontine—of 15,000 people; the
cities of Flint and Lansing, with populations in round numbers
of 40,000 each—all three splendid manufacturing cities; 75
villages, ranging in population from 50 to 3,000 or more; and
the four fine agricultural counties of Oakland, Genesee, Ingham,
and Livingston constitute the sixth congressional district of
Michigan.

Located as these wards are, just across the river from Can-
ada, composed of thousands of laboring men, manufacturers,
merchants, doctors, lawyers, and ministers, I have not received
a dozen letters from the people residing in these four wards
asking me to support this treaty, and from the 75 villages and
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three cities mentioned I have not had 50 letters asking me to
wvote for it, but from the farmers and laboring men on the farm,
receiving such splendid wages as they do and who seem to
apprecinte the same, I have received hundreds of letters and
petitions from thousands, not simply asking but pleading that
I work amd vote against this measure.

Now, why have I not had more requests from the svards to
yote and work for this bill? Because many of their citizens
lived during the last Demoeratic administration and have
heard it said many times that the last Cleveland administra-
tlon svas mere costly than the Civil War, and they contributed
their share. Many men and weomen living in thoge wards came
from the adjoining country districts and they know from bitter
experience how, under the last Cleveland administration fhe
farmer was «deprived of his Detroit market, the mearest and
best one swkich he had—deprived of it because, under the Wil-
son-Gorman bill, go as early as be might in the morning with
the products of the farm, he would invariably find the Cana-
dian farmer there, ready and willing to pert with his produects
at a cheaper price.

I have, however, received pessibly 30 letters from citizens
and friends whose opinions I respect, in the ofher wards of
Detroit, urging me to support the freaty, and in each and
overy case I replied frankly, stating my position, that I did not
regard the agreement as fair, and in nearly every case where
I received replies they were equally :as frank in admitting my
contention, but urging that we must be broad, generous, and
magnanimous ; others that it was only an entering wedge; and
from others that it svas but the beginning. I am unable fo
understand svhy we should begin by taking the swhole pound
of flesh from the farmer.

The farmers residing in my district are greatly dissatisfied
with the terms of this freaty, and have expressed themselves
in no uncertain terms. To give you an idea of the sentiment
among the farmers, I will say that it has been mo uncommon
thing for a canvass to be made of a rural route, and some of
the results are as follows: One for the treaty; 32 against; 5 for
tlie treaty; 49 agninst; 8 for the treaty; 62 against.

At the recent spring election, April 3, in the township of
Nowi, Oakland County, 250 votes, in Tound numbers, were polled,
as I am informed, and I have received a petition from more
than 200 of that number who are opposed to the treaty.

T, J. Davis says:

I have canvassed the townships of Farmington, Novi, and Highland,
with the following results: For reciprocity, 1; against reciprocity, 5106.

I want to add in this connection that the Teeling among the
farmers in my district is not confined to the border line, but
appears to be practically the same all over the district.

Many merchants, laboring men, and others who help to make
up the consumers in the cities and villages sympathize with the
farmer and share with him in his opinion that the treaty is jug
handled.

Let us at the outset not forget that our Nation's prosperity
comes from the goil.

Do you think that by passing this treaty in its present form
you are giving the farmer a square deal, when by its pro-
visions everything the farmer produoces is placed on the free
1ist, svhile pork and other meat products and flour remain on
the dutiable 1ist? Why should barley be put on the free list
and a tax retained on barley malt? Why is lumber in the rough
placed on the free list, while manufactured lmmber is retained
on the dutiable list? Why are biscuits, costing over 15 cents a
pound, taxed 32 per cent? Is this in keeping with your efforts
to reduce the cost of living, and that while cattle, sheep, and
hogs are free, meats, both fresh and cured, are taxed 13 cents
per pound, and some say for the benefit of the Meat Trust, but
I do not share in this opinfon. Wheat is on the free list, but
flour is taxed 50 cents per barrel. How much better it would
belto defeat the treaty outright or to so amend it as to treat all
Lairly.

The farmers of the United States have enjoyed the benefits
of a protective tariff for many years and been free from Cana-
dian competition, and yet in the Middle West and in the Mast
for many years were not prosperous, and farm wvalues steadily
decreased because of the competition of the thousands of acres
of new and cheap lands beyond the Mississippi River. The
fertile fields of the West offered such attractive inducements
that it was quite natural that the farmers took the advice of
Horace Greeley and “ went West,” and as a result it wos impos-
gible for the eastern farmer to compete and prosper, and so
there were thousnnds of abandoned farms and diseouraged
farmers who left their farms and went into the city and villages
seeking other employment,

This condition of affairs continued for 30 years or more;
now that the western lands, in the main, have been taken up,

farm wvalues in the East have increased, while the increased
demand for food products hasg so greatly improved the prices
that farmers in the Fast have prospered as they never pros-
pered before. Eleetric railways, the automobile, good roads,
rural free delivery of mails, the bicycle, and the telephone
haye all aided in making farm life much more attractive, so
that for geveral years past there has been a marked decrease in
the number of abandoned farms and the tide of yonng men and
young women who were bent on going to the citiegs has turned
backward.

TLere is no denying the fact that for some years, possibly
10, farming has been regarded as a profitable business and
farms were being sold and exchanged at remunerative prices.
Now, what is going to happen? If this treaty is made effective,
it will open up millions of acres of rich, fertile, and cheap lands
in the Canadian Northwest, alrecady proving very attractive,
as is shown Dy the hundreds of thousands of people who have
gone Trom the United States and settled on these 1ands, and to
me it seems certain that we must pass through another period
of depression llke unte that which existed east of the Missis-
gippi River while the farm lands of the West were being taken
up; and, as a natural result, Canadian lands must be greatly
increased in valne at our expense, -

YWhat the farmer asks for is a square deal. During the past
few years a half million emigrants from the United States
have settled in Canada, and they have taken with them hun-
dreds of milllons of dollars, The Dominion of Canada has an
area more than 700,000 square miles larger than the whole
of the United States. The possible svheat belt of Canada is
given at about 80,000,000 acres. Of this vast orea 6,000,000
acres are now under cultivation,

The Canadian senate committee, after a scientific examina-
tion n short time ago, reported an area of 656,000 square miles
suitable for growing potatoes, 407,000 square miles suitable for
raising barley, and an area of 816,000 square miles suitable for
raising wheat, and pasturage lands covering an area of 860,600
square miles.

The farmer in Alberta and Saskatchewan will be as near the
American market as the farmers of the West. He can farm on
an extensive scale upon land which cost from $10 to $20 per
acre, where in the Middle West similar land swould be valued
at from $80 to $100 per acre.

And again, the Canadian farmer finds a Government which
is willing to loan him money for drainage, or to build elevators
and storehouses, which belong to the people.

Those who lived during 1893 and 1807 know full well about
the dire disaster that came to the country under a Democratic
wdministration and by reason of the Wilson-Gorman tariff
bill, and I apprehend that there are none who wiinessed those
times swho care for a repetition of the same. Who is there
that does mot remember also that after Mr. Cleveland was
elected with a Congress Democratic in both branches, it was
not necessary to wait for the enactment of the law that the
people felt sure would come under n Democratic administra-
tion before business in all its branches began to languish, and
there was mno one business that suffercd more than did the
farmers of this country? Nature and nature's God were still
good to them; better than the Democratic Party at that time,
for they could raise horses, cattle, sheep, and abundant crops,
but there was no market place where their products could be
sold at a profit.

Have you observed how already, so far as the farmer is con-
cerned, conditions are similar to what they were at the time
referred to? In the language of one of my constituents, who
is deeply concerned: “If fhe real fthing is as much worse as
{lie agitation, I pity the farmer. The bottom is about out on
the prices of our farm stuff, and you can not help but renlize that
when the farmers are getting a good price for thelr products
every other business is all right. Let me give you some figures:
Last year lambs were selling from $8 to $0.25, this year for §5;
hogs sold last year at from $9 to $10, at present $6.50; last
vear cattle were selling at $6, now for $4.50 to §5; Iast year
wheat sold from $1.10 to $1.22, wheat is now selling at 78 cents;
lnst year eggs sold at 20 cents, now 18 cents. Xverything
¢lse in proportion. Hverything we have to buy is going the
other way."”

In this connection I hope I may be pardoned for relating
an incident that occurred during the 1ast month of the last
campaign, One morning I had occasion to leave my hotel at
Flint at 5.30 a. m. to take a train. On the way to the train I
was overtaken by a farmer who lived near IMlushing, and who
knew me. After the morning salutation, he said, *“* Mr. SanrH,
do you think the next House will be Democratic?” I said,
“Yeg” His countenance at once changed, and he scemed
worried. I said, “Why are you so much concerned?” After
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a moment's hesitation, he said, “ I will tell you; just before the
last Democratic administration I bought a farm at a fair price,
but had to run in debt for the game,” TFarm products were so
low—and he named them one after another, wool at § cents,
sheep at 50 cents—that he lost the farm, he said.

After McKinley was elected President, following the last
Cleveland administration, he purchased another farm at a good
price, and proceeded to relate what he had received for farm
produets since that time, and as a result of the good times under
a Republican administration and a protective tariff he had
been able to pay for his farm and was out of debt, and he
secined glad, in addition, to tell me that he had come from his
home to Flint that morning, 14 miles away, with his automobile.
I thought the statement of this well-known and reputable gen-
ileman was worth repeating often, and I proceeded from that
time on to tell my audiences what this farmer had told me, and
his statement was received with telling effect, for there were
=0 many farmers, as well as others engaged in business, who
hiad had similar experiences during that same period.

I am wondering, if this agreement becomes effective, what
proportion of the farmers will be riding in automobiles, and in
this connection I can not refrain from saying that I can not
understand why some manufacturers of automobiles and farm
machinery do not take a different view of this proposition, for
they are surely going to deprive themselves of one of the best
markets when {he American farmer is placed where he will be
if this agreement becomes a law. I say this, representing, as I
believe I do, the second, if not the first, largest automobile dis-
trict in the Union. I have no hesitancy in saying that if the
Ameriean farmer can be let alone millions of automobiles would
be purchased by them in the next few years, and, better still,
they would be able to pay for them; and I want to say further
that by reason of their toll and labor I know of no class of
people who are better entitled to the same than they, and I ex-
pect to gee in the next few years many farmers having what I
call a combination automobile, in the nature of the old * Demo-
erat wagon,” which can be used for carrying either the products
of the farm to market or used for passenger purposes, or both,
and I say hasten the day when this will come, for it will be only
another pleasure and attraction along with electric railroads,
rural service, telephones, and so forth, all of which have helped
to make farm life much more attractive, inviting, and agree-
able, and has been a source of great help in keeping the boys
and girls upon the farm instead of their going into the cities.

And, by the way, what has become of all the efforts that have
been made in recent years to encourage farming upon broad and
scientific methods, and pleading with the young people to re-
main upon the farm? It is only a short time ago when the
magazines and newspapers of the country bristled with articles
of this nature, and the best talent was sought for to speak upon
this subject; and I recall that during his last administration
President Roosevelt went on a mission of this kind and spoke
at the semicentennial celebration of the Michigan Agricultural
College, located In the district which honors me with a place
here. I was go impressed with that speech—and am now with
the good that it has done and is continuing to do—that more
than once, in public and private, I have said that I wish it
might be read at least twice every year in every pulpit and
school throughout the land.

I want to make an appeal that more attention be given to
the various agencies of distribution in this country, and when
this is accomplished, the problem respecting the high cost of
living will be largely solved.

I want to make this prediction. If the proposed treaty goes
through in its present form history will repeat itself in a
measure. The farmer was just coming into his own, so to
speak. He was improving his farm, notably his buildings and
fences, and building up the soil by tile drainage and other
wiys. In order to keep pace with the Canadian farmer, he
will have to return to a system of robbing the soil if he sue-
ceads in profitably meeting this new competition.

COXSUMERS.

What is the necessity for this legislation that we are now
considering? We are told that it is in the interests of the
consumer, that they may have cheaper food products. The
farmer ig told that by removing the duties on farm products
the price will not be decreased. And the consumer is also told
that by reducing the duty on farm products the cost of living
will be cheaper. Are both of these statements correct? It is
evident to me that if the duty on farm products is removed
the same will be decreased in price, but I am not sure, nor do
I believe, that the consumer is to get relief because of the
prices which the farmer may receive for his produets, nor do I
believe it was on account of the tariff. During the last cam-
paign the Republicans and some Democrats frankly told their

audiences that the high cost of living was world-wide and that
it was not traceable to the tariff, for if it were, why were they
suffering from the high cost of living in free-trade England?
A careful examination of this matter will disclose that the
consumer has been paying high prices traceable, notably in
many cases, to freight rates, cold storage, and middlemen.

I want to quote from the report of Hon. James Wilson, Secre-
tary of Agriculture, 1910, page 19:

“High prices was one of the subjects of my annual report
for 1909. It was shown that for many years previous to about
1897, or a little later, the prices of farm products received by
farmers were even less than the cost of production, and often
little, if any, above that cost, so that during a long period of
years the farmer was not thriving. It was shown also that in
the upward price movement, which began about 1897, the prices
received by the farmer have advanced in greater degree than
those received by nearly all other classes of producers. That
this should have been so was merely a matter of justice to the
farmer to equalize the reward of his efforts with the rewards
received in other lines of production.”

On page 25 and following of the same report, he says:

‘N0 GROUND FOR COMPLAINT AGAINST THE FARMER,

“I'rom the details that have been presented with regard fo
the inerease of the prices of farm products between farmer and
consumer, the conclusion is inevitable that the consumer has no
well-grounded complaint against the farmer for the prices that
he pays.

“PROBLEM FOR CONSUMERS, AND XOT FARMERS, TO REMEDY.

“After consideration of the elements of the matter it is plain
that the farmer is not getting an exorbitant price for his prod-
ucts, and that the cost of distribution from the time of delivery
at destination by the railroad to delivery to the consumer is the
feature of the problem of high prices which must present itself
to the consumer for treatment.”

The high cost of living can not be traced to the farm, as
statistics prove that the farmer receives less than 40 per cent
of what the consumer pays for his product,

In this connection I want to say that the high cost of living
is too often mistaken for the cost of high, and many times, ex-
travagant living.

I want to give a recent experience of a farmer friend living
in Ingham County, in my district, who, while visiting in Lausiug,
was asked to go to market and purchase a bushel of potatoes.
At the market he witnessed the grocer purchase from a farmer
a load of potatoes at 25 cents per bushel, and no sooner had
they been unloaded from the wagon than the grocer charged
the visitor 50 cents per bushel. I am not complaining at what
the grocer received, but I do want to ask in all fairness, when
you consider the time, trouble, and expense to which the farmer
wis put in raising and marketing those potatoes, at 25 cents
per bushel—and I do not know how many miles he drew them
to market—as compared with the labor and expense of the
merchant, will it be eclaimed for a single moment that the
farmer received an unfair price for his potatoes? Yet the con-
sumer in this instance paid twice what the farmer received, and
there were no freight rates and only one middle man.

Also from an honored constituent of mine whose letter was
received some weeks ago, who says:

“I think the duty on potatoes is 25 cents per bushel.

They
are selling here at New Hudson for 30 cents per bushel.

They .

are mostly put into sacks costing T3 cents each, or 8 cents per .

bushel ; the cost of sacking is 2 cents per bushel; commission
for the dealer here is § ceuis per bushel; so you see, loaded
on the car at New Hudson here the cost is 40 cents per bushel;
now add the railroad freight, say to Detroit, about 4 cents per
bushel; cartage and commission by commission merchant we
will say is 6 cents more; this makes a total cost of 50 cents
per bushel in the hands of the commission merchant in Detroit.
“Mhe retailer buys of him at 50 cents per bushel, and we will
say, to be conservative, he retails them at 15 cents per peck, or
60 cents per bushel, and many of them make 5 pecks out of a
bushel, and that would mean 75 cenits per bushel to the con-
sumer, So you see the tariff on this one product at the present
time does not cut much figure; but remove the duty, and if Can-
ada has a large supply it would glut the market and they
would be practically worth nothing. One of the great questions
now is, How can we eliminate these middle men—potatoes sell-
ing for two and one-half times what the farmer receives?”
Without wearying you, I want to add the views of another
constituent who has expressed himself in no uncertain terms:
“The boy who studies geography will tell you that the great-
est populations exist in the Northern States, and there are
above the Mason and Dixon line three-fourths of the population
of the Union. Now, this market is to be open to the rich agri-
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cultural lands of Canada; agricultural lands with $1-a-day

labor against $2-a-day labor in the States, and more often,

counting the board, $2.50 per day than $2. If the people wish
to rob the Union of $2,000,000,000 yearly, they could have taken
it from the Treasury, but the people in favor of this reciprocity
treaty rob the people of the United States of this immense sum
and more besides. As the agricultural lands of the Middle
West and Eastern States were already on the decline and but
Iately on the advance, it means, with cheaper agricultural prod-
uee, these lands will not only go back in price but also in culti-
vation, and, in the end, subject to the better agricultural lands
of Canada with Its cheap labor. After this has been nccom-
plished, it will take a quarter of a century to rebuild our lands,
due to the beauty of the forensic popular orator.

“mhe present high prices of our produce are due to excessive
freight rates. A car at New York market quotations to-day
for No. 2 timothy hay at $18 per ton, taking out §5.50 freight,
$1 commission, $1 for the local dealer profits, $1.25 for pressing,
leaves the farmer $8.75; No. 1 timothy hay on to-day’s market
$15 would leave the farmer $9.25 after the farmer runs in debt
for his farm, pays 6 per cent interest, pays his hired help, and
taxes. Now, behold the beautiful angel of reciprocity. Canada
comes in with an enormous crop and $4 a ton off, and the farmer
has the munificent price, based on New York market to-day, of
$4,75 for No. 2 timotlry hay and $2.25 for No. 1 mixed, to pay
interest, hired help, taxes, and live off of. It is a beautiful
thinz to enrich the farmer of Canada, open up the greatest
market on earth, deplete our country of money, and reduce farm
property one-third, if not more. This is all due to the great
statesmanship of our leading politicians who, to favor a certain
element, have advanced it. The laboring man repeats: * Why,
things will be cheaper. DBut he wants to bear in mind that if
the farmer makes no money, the market for the manufacturers
is one-third to one-half gone. This means many a laboring man
will be turned away, and even if egzs are 5 cents a dozen and
butter 10 cents a pound, a soup with a lemon must do for him.
The selfishness of people is apparent. The laboring man has
been getting good wages, but he wants more. IHe wants the
agricultural lands to deliver the produce he eats to his door
free of cost. The advoeates of reciprocity repeat that in years
to come the matter will readjust itself.

“ YWhy all this agitation for years; why a turmoil; why not
leave well enougzh alone? The present good prices of farm
products have done wonderful things. The people have gone
back to the farms, finding a profit there where before there
was none. The soil has become better, the latest and best im-
plements of cultivation have been purchased, and the reliance
on foreign lands to produce practically not needed. Twelve
years ago, when hay was lot in free, the farmer got §3 to §6
per ton for his hay (buyers lost money at that), 12 cents to
17 cents a pound for butter, and 10 cents a dozen for his eggs,
and the result was—he left the farm.

“If you want free trade for agricultural products, then the
farmer wants free trade for manufactured articles. The idea
of shouldering on the farmer the weight of the opulent and
trusts, the excessive freight rates, and let the merry manu-
facturing goat go free, as protected by a high tariff wall, is
certainly the height of unfairness. If the price of farm produce
was unnecessarily high and our lands could noft produce the
amount needed for the masses, then we had better have reci-
proeity. But at present—butter, 17 cents to 25 cents; eggs, 1T
cents a”dozen ; flour becoming normal and meat on the decline;
89 to §10 a ton for No. 1 timothy hay; rye straw worth $10,
delivered, New York City—how much cheaper do you want the
farmer to go and live? T.etuslook at theother sideof it. TFarm
implements higher; all manufactured goods higher, amount-
ing from §2 to $4 a suit; linens and cotton goods out of sight;
coal higher; freight rates higher; shoes higher; wages 10
years ago $1 per day, now $2 to $2.50 per day. Still the pecople
hish in office want to make a great swat at agriculture and
prate great things, but they are not telling the people that thelr
cost of living has been due more to excessive freight rates to
pay dividends on watered stock, on manufactured goods and
protection of trusts, who have raised the prices of every manu-
factured commodity. This would not do at all. The people who
have the money blind the rest with their great ideas of benevo-
Ience at the expense of the agricultural community. There is
not one single good idea in reeiprocity at present, and certainly
none in the future, unless a famine should strike the country.”

I want to give you now a practical illustration of what has
been occurring and is now occurring right here in Washington,
and where five middlemen are employed before the consumer
gots his products from the producer.

I am indebted to Mr. C. Louis Allen, president of the Co-
operative Commercial Orchards of Virginia, for the same. Mr.

Allen is known to some of the Members of this body, and espe-
cially to the Members from his own State, and he is a man of
high character and standing. At the present time he is the
owner of an apple orchard in Montana with 7,200 trees, and
who, by reason of his experience, believes that the Shenandoah
Valley in Virginia is one of the best fields in this country for
apple orchards. I have said this much of him that you may
know who he is, and that what he has to say in this connec-
tion ought to have weight, and I suppose his statement could
be verified and duplicated over and over again, not only with
reference to apples, but with practically everything else, that
is the product of the farm, which clearly shows that the charge
which is so offen made that the farmer is receiving too much
for his products is not true, when it can be shown that from
two to five middlemen, with other causes, are the ones who
have brought the high cost of living to the doorway of the con-
sumer.

Mr. Allen says:

‘A Tew figures which show how little of the apple consumer's
doliar really goes to the producer. The original letters from
the growers mentioned are on file in my oflice.

“¥. 8. Dunham, of Chelan, Wash., received S8% cents a box
for Jonathans, which were sold by the fruit dealer at the
g:meg of IFourfeenth and G Streets NW., Washington, D. ©., for
$4 a box.

“ G. B. Kinney, of Peshastian, Wash,, received $1.52 a box for
apples which were sold in this city for 75 cents a dozen.

“W. B. Wright, of Peshastian, Wash., received $1.52 a box for
apples which cost the Washington City retailer $3.25 a Dbox,
and which he sold for $4.50 a box.

5. M. Neher, of Wenatchee, Wash., was paid $1.41 a box for
apples which were sold to Washington City consumers at 10
cents each, three for 25 cents.

“The first middle man in these transactions is the local fruit
growers' assoclation,

“The second, the commission merchant in New York City,
such as Steinhart & Kelley and Rae & Hatfield.

“The third, a broker, such as Samuel Haynes, of New York.

“The fourth, the local wholesale dealer here in Washington
City, like Mr. Engel; he gets his apples by loeal freight from
New York.

“'The fifth, the Jocal Italinn fruit dealer or groceryman is
the fifth middle man to sell the apples to the consumer.”

Secretary Wilson asks this pertinent question:

“Why do not consumers buy directly from the farmers? A
distribution of farm products in this simple way has already
begun in Xngland, where cooperative organizations of farmers
are selling by direct consignment to cooperative organizations
of consumers in cities.

“Irarmers cooperative selling associations are numerous in
this country, but cooperative buying associations among the
people of cities and towns are few. Aside from buying associa-
tions, maintained by farmers, hardly any exist in this country.
It is apparent, therefore, that the consumer has much to do to
work out his ewn salvation with regard to the prices that he
pays. DPotatoes were selling last spring, in some places where
there has been overproduction, for 20 cents, and in some places
for even 9 cents per bushel at the farm, while at the same time
city consumers in the East were paying 50 cents to 75 cents
per bushel, although there was nothing to prevent them from
combining to buy a carload or more of potatoes directly from
the grower and for delivery directly to themselves.”

I am sure that further comment is unnecessary as to the
prices which the farmer rececives for his products.

An urgent appeal is being made to the tolling masses of the
cities, and they are told that through the adoption of this treaty
the cost of living will be greatly reduced. They are not told
that the products from the farm required for the daily needs
of the average family do not form the prineipal cost of living,
and that for every dollar which the laboring man spends for
products from the farm which come to his table, he spends five
times that amount for the actual necessities of life.

I swish I counld say to the great multitude of consumers in
eitios and villages that I believed that the enactment of the
treaty into 1asv would benefit them, but I do not. Grant that it
will cheapen food prices for the sake of the argument, but yon
must not forget that it may bring about conditions like we had
a few years ago, when it mattered not how cheap things were,
you could not get them for yourself and family, for you could
not sell your labor with which to buy the necessities of life.

I can not but regard this treaty as one of the most important
picces of legislation that has been presented to Congress for
many years.

The people of the cities and villages in some loecalities gcem to
have an eye single only to their own selfish interests, losing
sight of the fact that when the farmer prospers it is a pretty
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sure index that everybody else is prospering. I regret to say
some manufacturers, still protected by a tariff averaging about
40 per cent, are redoubling their efforts to have this treaty
ratified,

I have been diligent in searching for the best definition for
reciprocity, but I never knew before that reciprocity means
giving something for nothing. You, upon the other side of
the Chamber, claim that reciprocity is an original Democratic
prineiple, and that the Republicans have taken it from you. If
this is Demoecratic reeiprocity, I hope you will take it and
make the most of it; but I warn you, like the Wilson-Gorman
bill, it will come back to plague you.

A word further to our friends upon the other side of the
Chamber. The slogan of your party for years has been that
you are a party for *tariff for revenue only”—a tariff that
will nmot give special protection and advantages to special
classes, and thus build up in this countiry great monopolies and
unwarranted special interests.

The chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means, Mr.
Uxperwoop, has introduced L. 1. 4413, commonly known as
the farmers' free-list bill. You say you are going to pass it
This applies to the whole world, which means that, so far as
Canada is concerned, at least, you are willing to abandon the
principle of tariff for revenue only with reference to the
articles mentioned in this free-list bill.

Now, I want to invite you, as an cvidence of your sincerity
and good faith, to offer an amendment to this bill, treaty, pact,
agreement, or whatever you choose to eall it, and pass it in
that form. You ecan do it, for you have 63 majority, and you
will get some votes from this side of the Chamber. Please do
not make the excuse that this is not a bill, but a treaty, and
that you can not do it, or that this treaty or agreement is so
sacred that it can not be amended.

There are those of us who feel that before the proposed treaty
is enacted into Iaw it should be substantially amended, and it
seems that the Speaker of the House of Representatives, who,
during the last sesslon of Congress and for some years previous
was o member of the Committce on Ways and Means, enter-
tained similar views and evidently felt the necessity, as well as
the fairness, of having the agreement amended. In the Cox-
GRESSIONAL RECORD of February 14, this year, page 2520, I find
the following:

“Mr, Crarg. I wish to suggest to my party fellows that if
thls bill is passed [and that is the bill which is now under
consideration] it is not the end of the chapter or the end of
the world. At high noon on the 4th of March we shall
come into the possession of this House, and if this treaty does
not go as far as we want it to go, we can then make it go still
further. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

“Mr. Darzerr, Will the gentleman yield a moment?

“Mr, CoArx of Missouri. Yes.

‘“Mr. Darzerr, The gentleman says his party will come into
power after the 4th of March.

“ Mr. Crark of Missouri. In the House.

“ Mr. Darzern., Suppose this treaty does not pass at this ses-
sion of Congress. What will his party do with it if it is put
up to them at the next session of Congress?

“Mr. CrAarx of Missourl. ‘Sufficient unto the day is the evil
thereof.” [Laughter and applause.]

“Mr. Darzerr. Would you pass this bill?

“Mr. Croarx of Missourl, I think we would amend it and
pass it”

So he did have in mind that it should be amended and many
others are of the same opinion. But we are told when we make
any suggestions of this nature that it would vitiate the agree-
ment, and that to change it in any manner or form would pre-
vent the acceptance of it by the Canadian Parliament. Well
and good; let that be as it may. Are we more concerned in
legislating for Canada, for whose people I entertain the great-
est respect, who pay no taxes bere and who are in no way
interested in our Government, or are we legislating for our own
people? But to show you that we are entirely warranted in
making such amendments as we feel in right and justice ought
to be made to the same, I want to guote from the same date
and page of the CoNGRESSIONAL IREcorp what the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. GappNER] had to say in this connee-
tion. The gentleman from Massachusetts was addressing a
question to Mr. Crarx of Missouri, and said:

“Is the gentleman aware that when the reciprocity treaty
was arranged between France and Canada in 1907 to 1909 that,
as a matter of faet, the I'rench Senate did amend the treaty in
a very important respect and that Canada promptly came to
terms?

“ Mr. Coarx of Missouri. That might be.
Canada would not come to terms.

“ Mr. GanpNER of Massachusetts. Then it will not destroy the
agreement.

“Mr. CLArg of Missouri. I do not say that Canada wonld
not come to terms if we changed it and I do not say we wounld
not come to terms if Canada changed it, but what I do say is
that if either one of us changes it it must go back to the com-
missioners again, and that is an endless-chain performance that
I have no use for.”

In view of the manifest discrimination and unfairness of
the treaty, it does seem to me that we are fully warranted in
making at least one trial, as did the French, to amend this bill.

In the name of thousands of farmers in my district who, in
the main, without regard to party, are strongly opposed to the
passage of this treaty in its present form, and in behalf of the
millions of farmers in this country, who are entitled to be
accorded the same treatment as manufacturers and others, I
protest against the adoption of this treaty. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Alr. Chairman, I yicld to the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. Remrry].

The CHATRMAN., The gentleman from Connecticut is recog-
nized.

Mr. REILLY. Mr. Chairman, it is entirely fitting that the
debate on this measure, which is likely to prove the beginning
of a revolution to free the people from industrial bondage,
should be in progress this day, April 19, the one hundred and
thirty-sixth anniversary of the Battle of Lexington and Concord,
that marked the beginning of the American Revolution and was
the first fight for national freedom.

This is Patriot’s Day, a legal holiday in Massachusetts, as it
should be throughout the Union. This is also patriots’ day in
the House, and may the battle here result as gloriously as the
memorable one in 1775.

Some of the new Members of the House who have spoken
on this most important subject have felt oblized to apologize
for doing so. It does not appear to me, as one of the new
Members, necessary to do so, for it is my firm belief that it
was the desire of the people of this country to see enacted just
such legislation as this bill proposes that resulted in so many,
new Members being elected to this Congress. They sent us
here to help by voice and vote make changes in legislation that
will bring relief from the burden of trust rule that has en-
riched the few at the cost of the great mass of the people.

There is not time in the few minutes allowed me, nor desire
after the able presentations of the general benefits of this reci-
procity paet that have been made, to go into a lengthy dis-
cussion of this bill. I simply desire to show to those who ap-
pear to be so solicitous about the farmers; who believe, or, at
least, say that farmers have not had opportunity to know what
this agreement means; who state that the farmers are unor-
ganized and helpless, how the farmers of Connecticut, a New
England State, almost a border State, feel and act about it.

In the Connecticut Legislature, now in session, are 94 mem-
bers who are farmers, They have there and have had for
several sessions a farmers' club or association, to which only
those making farming their business can belong. They hold
stated meetings during the session, at which all matters affect-
ing farmers, directly or indirectly, are considered carefully,
They have faithful and competent officers and an executive com-
mittee who keep watch of all legislation of interest to them
when introduced and during committee stages. They know
their business and know it well.

A resolution was introduced in the present session of the
Connecticut Legislature indorsing this reciproecity bill when it
was before the last Congress, scarcely more than a month ago,
and it passed the house, in which there are more than 90
farmer members, without a disseniing vote and passed the
senate with only 6 votes in opposition. That is the record of
the Itepublican Iegislature of Connecticut and its farmers'
association. [Applause.]

This is not a partisan question, in my opinion. I do not care
if it is. I do not eare whether you call it a Republican measure
or a Democratic measure. The fact that it was arranged on
the part of this country by a Republican President makes no
difference to me. It is a measure along Democratic lines; is
in accord with Democratic campaign promises that are Leing
kept; is in accord with Republican campaign promises that were
not kept.

It is a measure that the people of this country, irrespectiva
of political belief, are demanding for their relief, and any party
that may be responsible for its defeat will have to suffer the
consequences.

I do not say that
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Good Republicans, basing support on party lines, can vote for
it because it has the Republican President for its sponsor.

Good Democrats can vote for it because it has the indorse-
ment of two party caucuses and the record of years of advo-
cacy. All can and should vote for it, because it is right and
calculated to be of benefit to the country at large. [Applause.]

AMr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move that the commit-
tee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Smertey, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 4412,
the Canadian reciprocity bill, and had come to no resolution
thereon.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS.

Mr. WaHITE, by unanimous consent, obtained leave to with-
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copied, the
papers in the case of B. F. Jackson, Sixty-first Congress, no
adverse report having been made thereon.

ADJOURNMENT.

Then, on motion of Mr. Uxnperwoop (at 6 o'clock and 45 min- [
utes p. m.), the House adjourned until Thursday, April 20, at
12 o'clock meridian,

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were
referred as follows:

A bill (H. R. 258) for the relief of Thomas W. Best; Commit-
tee on Agriculture discharged, and referred to the Committee on
Claims.

A bill (H. R. 742) for the relief of the survivors of the ship-
wreck of the steamboat Sultana; Committee on Military Affairs
discharged, and referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

TUnder clause 3 of Rule XXTII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. R. 6080) granting pensions to
widows of soldiers and sailors of the War with Spain; to the
Committee on Pensions.

Dy Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH: A bill (IH. R, 6081) to amend
the act approved March 23, 1906, entitled “An act making it a
misdemeanor in the Distriet of Columbia to abandon or willfully
neglect to provide for the support and maintenance by any per-
gon of his wife or of his or her minor children in destitute or
necessitous circumstances ”; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. UNDERHILL: A bill (H. RR. 6082) providing for the
purchase of a site and the erection thereon of a public building
at Bath, in the State of New York; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. CARY: A bill (H. R. 6083) to amend an act entitled
“An act for the widening of Benning Road, and for other pur-
poses,” approved May 16, 1908; to the Committee on the Dis-
triet of Columbia.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 6084) amending section 1608 of the act of
Congress entitled “An act to amend chapter 55 of an act entitled
‘An nect to establish a Code of Law for the District of Colum-
bia,”” approved February 23, 1005; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R, 6085) providing for
the discontinuance of the grade of post noncommissioned staff
officer and creating the grade of warrant officer in lieu thereof;
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Dy Mr. COX of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 6086) to provide for the
erection of a public building at Middletown, Ohlo; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds,

By Mr. PEPPER: A bill (H. R. 6087) granting pensions to
members of the military organization of 1862, known as
“ Squirrel Hunters”; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 6088) to provide for the appoint-
ment of an additional judge of the district court of the United
States for the eastern district of Missouri; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCULLY: A bill (H. R. 6089) to amend section 1 of
an act entitled “An act to regulate commerce,” approved Feb-
ruary 4, 1887; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

By Mr. SPARKMAN: A bill (H. . 6090) to further amend
an act to amend an act to amend section 4400, title 52, of the
Revised Statutes of the United States, concerning the regula-

tion of steam vessels, approved ngust 2, 1882, and also to
amend section 4414, title 52, of the Revised Statutes, “ Regula-
tion of steam vessels,” approved March 1, 1805; to the Commit-
tee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, a bill (II. R. 6001) to extend the provisions of the ex-
isting bounty-land laws to the officers and enlisted men, and
the officers and men of the boat companies, of the Florida Semi-
nole Indian War; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6092) authorizing the Secretary of War
to grade and fill certain ponds and lowlands on the military
reservation at or near Fort Taylor, Key West, Fla, and to
n\rt)‘}')riopriate money therefor; to the Committee on Military
Affairs. :

Also, a bill (I, R. 6093) providing for the marking and pro-
tection of the battlefield known as * Dade's massacre,” in Sum-
ter County, Fla., and for the erection of a monument thereon;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6094) increasing the pensions of those now
receiving or entitled to pensions under the acts of Congress
approved July 27, 1892, and June 27, 1902; to the Committee
on Pensions.

By Mr. HARRISON of New York: A bill (H. R. 6005) to
amend section 1044 of the Revised Statutes relating to limita-
tions in eriminal eases; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

DBy Mr. SPARKMAN: A Dbill (H. R. 6096) in relation to
claims arising under the provisions of the captured and aban-
doned property acts, and for other purposes, and to amend and
revive the same; to the Committee on War Claims. =

By Mr. COX of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 6097) to amend an
act to compel officers and employees traveling in the interest of
the Government to file a verified itemized sworn statement of
their travel allowance with heads of departments, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Treas-
ury Department.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 6098) to authorize the
Campbell Lumber Co. to construct a bridge across the St.
Francis River from a point in Dunklin County, Mo., to a point
in Clay County, Ark.; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

Dy Mr. LEWIS: Resolution (H. Ies. 108) for investigation
of plans of organization and system of deliberative divisions
in vogue in foreign parliaments, with a view to maintaining the
deliberative functions of such bodies and the privilege of in-
dividual members to participate in legislation during its forma-
tive stages; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. SAUNDERS ; Resolution (H. Res. 109) to investigate
the Post Office Department and service; to the Commitiee on
Expenditures in the Post Oflice Department.

By Mr. SIMS: Resolution (H, Res. 110) authorizing Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to prepare certain
index in relation to advances in rates by carriers; to the Com-
mittee on Printing,

By Mr. BERGER : Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 71) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the United States; to the
Committee on the Judieiary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADAMSON: A bill (H. R. 6099) for the relief of
Charles 8. Kelley; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio: A bill (H. R, 6100) granting
an inerease of pension to Lewis DBloom; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 6101) granting an increase of pension to
Adolph Billhardt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6102) granting an Increase of pension to
Joseph A. Beach; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6103) granting an increase of pension to
James Beistle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6104) granting an increase of pension to
Michael G. Clapsaddle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6105) granting an increase of pension
George D. Edgeton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6106) granting an increase of pension
Henry Ennis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6107) granting an increase of pension
William Hill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6108) granting an increase of pension
David Henderson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6109) granting an increase of pension
John Herndon ; to the Committee on Invalid Penslons.

Also, a bill (H. It. 6110) granting an increase of pension
Uriah Huber; to the Committee on Inyalid Penslions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 6111) granting an increase of pension to
James M. Huff; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6112) granting an increase of pension to
Henry M. Inman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 6113) granting an increase of pension to
Henry W. Karr; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I. R. 6114) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Maskey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. k. 6115) granting an increase of pension to
Cornelius McLaughlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6116) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Mackey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6117) granting an increase of pension to
Jasper D. Ooley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6118) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Phillips; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6119) granting an increase of pension to
Harvey B. Ragon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6120) granting an increase of pension to
Joshua H, Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6121) granting an increase of pension to
Tred J. Reiser; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6122) granting an increase of pension to
John G. Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6123) granting an inerease of pension to
Michael Tuorrey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. B. 6124) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel I'. Troup; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alse, a bill (H. R. 6125) granting an increase of pension to
;{Vllllamine M. Van Marter; fo the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6126) granting an increase of pension to
John Zedeker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 6127) granting a pension to Annie L.
Farber; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6128) for the relief of Hewson L. Pecke; to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 6129) granting a pension
to H. O. Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a Dbill (H. R. 6130) granting a pension to John Lilly;
to the Commlittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6131) granting a pension to Willinm C.
Stanford; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6132) granting a ‘pension to Peter Minor;
to the Cominittee on Imvalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6133) granting a pension to Clara W.
Griego; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill I. R. 6134) granting a pension to Antonio
Salazar; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6135) granting a pension to Leonisco
Martin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. (136} granting a pension to Nemceio
Valencio; to the Committee on Imvalid Pensions.

Also, n bill (I R. 6137) granting a pension to Juan Deciderio
Valdez; to the Committce on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6G138) granting a pension to Theodor
Reimer; to the Commilttee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I, R. 6139) for the relief of Alfred Miller; to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6140) for the relief of Rayes Salas; to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6141) for the relief of Serapio Romero;
to thie Committee on Claims.

By Mr. ASIHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 6142) granting an in-
crease of pension to Oliver P. Black; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IL. IR, 6143) granting an increase of pension to
Frank O. Richards; o the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

. Also, a bill (. R, 6144) granting a pension to Amanda 8.

Telchman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BARNHART: A bill (H. R. 6145) correcting military
r°§°‘[d of Joseph R. Willlams; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. BARTHOLDT: A bill (H. R. 6146) granting a pen-
sion to Peter Miller; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6147) granting a pension to Otto Mehl;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H., R. 6148) granting a pension to Charles F.
Friedeck; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Dy Mr. BATHRICK: A bill (H. R. 6149) for the relief of
Robert J. Scott; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BRADLEY : A bill (H. R. 6150) granting an increasc
of pension to Willet Teller; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
siong,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6151) granting an increase of pension to
William W. Baughan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6152) granting an increase of pension to
Henry C. Zurner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6153) granting an increase of pension to
Martin C. Rosencrantz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. BURER of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 6154) granting
a pension to Alice Rothe; to the Committee on Pensions.

Alsp, a bill (H. R. 6155) granting a pension to George W.
Erway; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. G156) granting an increase of pension to
Math. I. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R, 6157) granting an increase of pension to
Duane R. Moore; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6158) granting an inerease of pension to
Henry M. Older; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 6159) granting an increase of pension to
Frank Munn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6160) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Bennet; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CAMERON: A bill (H. . 6161) granting a pension to
Samuel W. Peseay; to the Committee on Pensions.

Dy Mr. CANTRILL: A bill (H. R. 6162) granting an increase
of pension to James H. Waller; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6163) granting a pension to I'lorence
Chinn; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. COPLEY: A bill (H. R. 6164) granting an increase
of pension to Roy E. Kuight; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CARY: A bill (H. R. 6165) granting an increase of
pension to Dennis H. Dunn; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6166) granting an increase of pension to
John Stephan; te the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CLINE: A bill (H. . 6167) granting an inerease of
pension to Anna ©. Stanton; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. |

Also, a bill (H. R. 616S) granting an increase of pension to
Harriet Walburn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (. It. ¢169) granting a pension to
Martha Langeley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6170) granting a pension to Jacob B. S.
Rice; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (EL I&. 6171) granting a pension to Willlam P.
O'Haver; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 6172) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Bernard F. Morrow; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6173) graniing an increase of pension to
Adeline Summerville; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6174) for the relief of E. H. Hoult; to the
Cominittee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6175) for the relief of Charles L. Barmnes;
to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 6176) granting an increase
of pension fo James C. Wildes; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a Dbill (H. R. 6177) for the relief of the estate of H. J.
Royal, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. FLOOD of Virginin: A bill (H. R. 6178) grauting an
inerease of pension to James Manning; io the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FRANCIS: A bill (H. R. 6179) granting an increase
of pension to James Earley; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6180) granting an increase of pension to
Ross M. Stephens; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IL. R, 6181) granting an increase of pension to
James W, Crawford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6182) granting an increase of pension to
Willlam G. Mitzel; to the Commitiee on Invalld Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 6183) granting an increase of pension to
Edwin 8. Chisman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. G1S4) granting an increase of pension to
Francis M. Jeffery ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IL R. G185) granting an increase of pension to
Alpha H. Shildtz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. I&. G186) granting an increase of pension to
Cicero Williamson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I R. 6187) granting an increase of pension to
. B. Young; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I R, 6188) granting an increase of pension to
Jolin C. Hammond; to the Committec on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6180) granting an increase of pension to
Edward Freeman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 6190) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph C. Fowler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6191) granting an increase of pension to
Lemuel B. Lamb; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6102) granting an increase of pension to
John W. Hoskins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, IR. 6103) granting an increase of pension to
Hiram Gray; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6194) granting an increase of pension to
John Seals; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6195) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Swartwood ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6196) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Stid; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6197) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Chamberlain; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6198) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Hagerman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6199) granting an increase of pension to
George Graham; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6200) granting an increase of pension to
Mary B. Carroll; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions .

Also, a bill (H. R. 6201) granting an increase of pension to
John I.. Hefling; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6202) granting an increase of pension
George W. Grissinger; to the Committee on Invalid Penslons.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6203) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph W. Brown; to the Committee on Invalld Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6204) granting an increase of pension fo
Leander D. Bevan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6205) granting an increase of pension to
Alex Rhodes; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 6206) granting an increase of pension to
Moses W. Edgar; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 6207) granting an increase of pension to
Lindley Watson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensigns.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6208) granting an increase of pension to
Josiah Dock; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6209) granting an increase of pension to
C. L. Poorman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 6210) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Host; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6211) granting an increase of pension
Samuel Gooding; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6212) granting an increase of pension to
John Melville; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 0213) granting an increase of pension to
DBenjamin Kinkade; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6214) granting an increase of pension
Simeon J. Stone; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6215) granting an increase of pension
Reuben Bishop; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6216) granting an increase of pension to
John N. Hanna; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6217) granting an increase of pension to
David Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6218) granting an increase of pension to
Cyrns Sprigzs; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6219) granting an increase of pension to
George I Berstler; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6220) granting an increase of pension to
Ezra Smith;: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6221) granting an increase of pension to
Perry P. Stewart; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6222) granting an increase of pension to
Leven B. Ellis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. G223) granting a pension to Benjamin
Penn; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6224) granting a pension to Hannah J.
Alexander; to the Committee on Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6225) granting a pension to Caroline A,
Mitchell ; to the Committes on Pensions.

Also, a bill (IH. R. 62206) granting an increase of pension to
James B. Kelley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

3y Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 6227) granting an increase
of pension to Vietor M. Wheeler; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. °

By Mr. GRIEST: A bill (H. R. 6228) granting a pension to
TLucy Peters; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HARRISON of New York: A bill (H. R. 6229) re-
tiring Thomas Harrison, a clerk in the Naval Observatory, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska: A bill (IL. R. 6230) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Henry L. Armstrong; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6231) granting an inerease of pension to
George W. Dalrymple; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KIPP: A bill (II. R, 6282) granting an increase of
pension to W. C. May; fto the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6233) granting an inerease of pension to
Charles D. Green; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6234) granting an increase of pension to
Weston Russell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 6235) granting an increase of pension to
Edwin G. Owen; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6236) granting an increase of pension to
William 8. Lewis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KNOWLAND : A bill (II. R. 6237) for the relief of
James Coey; to the Committee on War Claims.

My Mr. KONOP: A bill (H. R. 6238) granting an increase of
pension to James Dougherty; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. LEE of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 6239) granting
an increase of pension to Arthur Branagan; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6240) granting an increase of pension to
Albin F. Day; to the Committee on Invalld Pensions.

By Mr. LITTLEPAGE: A bill (I R. 6241) granting a pen-
s%on to Mrs, Forest Harmon; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6242) granting a pension to B. K. Shep-
Lerd; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6243) granting an increase of pension to
David 8. King; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6244) granting an increase of pension to
William R. Pierce; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6245) granting an increase of pension to
David 0. Morgan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6246) granting a pension to John H, Cald-
well; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6247) granting a pension to James H.
Kelly ; to the Committee on Invalld Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6248) granting a pension to Lewis A. Coff-
man; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McGILLICUDDY : A bill (H. R. 6249) granting an
increase of pension to Daniel B. Boynton; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6250) granting an increase of pension to
Patrick A. Galvin; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 6251) granting an increase of
pension to Patrick Crowley; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions, .

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R. 6252) granting an
increase of pension to Mary Illla Fales; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6253) granting an increase of pension to
Lucien X, Kent; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6254) granting an increase of pension to
Harriet B. Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PEPPER : A bill (I1. R. 6255) for the relief of Charles
C. Baumann; to the Committee on Claims.

Algo, a bill (H. R. (6256) for the relief of George A. Smith;
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6257) granting a pension to Paul Kempter;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. POST: A bill (H. R. 6258) granting a pension to
Adam Hartman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6259) granting a pension to C. W. Barnes;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6260) granting a pension to Fannie F.
Clark; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, PROUTY : A bill (H. R. 6261) granting an increase of
pension to David Curfman; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6262) granting an increase of pension to
Lyman H. Evans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. It. 6203) granting a pension to
Phillip D. Hensley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (FH. R. 62064) granting a pension to John T.
Hensley ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I. R. 6265) for the relief of George H. Smythe;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SPARKMAN: A bill (H. R. 6266) granting an increase
of pension to Cornelia A, Mobley ; o the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 6267) granting an increase of pension to
Torin B. Ohlinger; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 0268) granting a pension to Joseph H.
Waters; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6269) for the relief of James D. Butler;
to the Committee on War Claims,
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Also, a bill (I R. 6270) for the relief of Samuel B. Ried;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. . 6271) for the relief of the heirs of Adam
L. Eichelberger; to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6272) for the relief of the legal representa-
tives of J. Hill Jones; to the Committee on Claims.

DBy Mr. STERLING : A bill (IH. R. 6273) granting a pension to
Robert D. McMillion; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6274) granting a pension to Mary E. Mar-
shall; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr STONE: A bill (II. R. 6275) granting an increase of
pienslon to Jacob W. Moffitt; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6270) granting an increase of pension to
H. C. Kightlinger; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6277) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel Beck; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6278) granting a pension to Theodore
Harris; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (. R. 6279) granting a pension to Charles J.
Nelson; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (IL. R. 6280) granting a pension to Lydia Erwin;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 6281) granting a pension to Mary Terry;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. THISTLEWOOD: A bill (H. R. 6282) granting an
incrense of pension to James M. Toften; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. TILSON: A bill (H. R. 6283) granting an increase of
pension to Charles Rossiter; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
slons.

Also, a bill (H. . 6284) granting an increase of pension to
Chatles H, Phillips; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6285) for the relief of Thomas B. Smith;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Algo, a bill (H., R. 6286) for the relief of the heirs of Adam
and Noah Brown; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. WIOKLIFFE: A bill (H. RR. 6287) for the relief of the
estate of Vamalle Basile, deceased; to the Committee on War
Claims.

By Mr. WEDEMEYER: A bill (H. R. 6288) granting an in-
crease of pension to Albert Morseman; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WILSON of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 6289) granting an
incrense of pension to Charlie C. Bane; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. WOODS of Towa: A bill (H. R. 6200) granting an in-
crease of pension to Marvin A. Smith; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6201) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel W. Porter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 6292) granting a pension to Amelia M.
Lacy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’'s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio: Petition of citizens of the State
of Pennsylvania, requesting the withdrawal of the troops from
Mexico border; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, resolutions of Cleveland Chamber of Commeree request-
ing tariff commission; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petition of Case Bros. and five other
merchants of Shreve, Ohlo, in opposition to the enactment of
the parcels post; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads.

By Mr. BURKHE of Wisconsin: Papers to accompany bills
granting pensions to Duane R, Moore, Ienry M. Older, and
RVilliam Dennett, and increasing pension of Frank Munn; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, papers to accompany House bill 3299; to the Committee
on Pensions,

Alsgo, papers to accompany House bill 320G; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of the Women'’s Club of West Bend, Wis., for
the passage of a law for the investigation of the communication
of tuberculosis by dairy products; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Also, petition of the Irish-American and German-American
societies of Kansas City, Mo., against the enactment of a new
arbitration treaty with Great Britain; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.
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Alsgo, resolution of Association of Army Nurses of the Civil
‘War, requesting an increase in monthly allowance of pension to
$30 per month; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CLINE: Petition of citizens of the twelfth congres-
sional district, State of Indiana, protesting against parcels-
post bill; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Harriet Walburn, for increase pension; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. COOPER : Petition of Women's Club of Monroe, Wis.,
favoring the repeal of the tax on oleomargarine; to the Com-
mitiee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Women’s Club of Monroe, Wis,, requesting
legislation providing for the inspection of dairy and meat ani-
mals and their products, and of all food products known to
harbor and spread germs of disease; to the Committee on Agri-
culture,

By Mr. COX of Indiana: Petitions of business men of Salem,
Washington County; New Albany, Floyd County; Mitchell,
Lawrence County; and Paoli, Orange County, all in the State
of Indiana, against parcels post; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. DRAPER: Resolutions of Berlin Grange, No. 966,
against the reciprocity agreement; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: Petition of employees of the
Eastern Tale Co. in the State of Vermont, against Canadian
reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FRANCIS: Petitions of J. M, MecConnell and 11
others, of Cadiz, Harrison County; Frank Murphy and 15
others, of Steubenville; H. B. 1t obinson and 6 athers. of Toronto,
Jefferson County ; nnd M. M., Webster and 5 others, of Scio,
Harrison County, all in the State of Ohio, ngainst parcels post;
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. FULLER: Papers to accompany bill for the relief of
Victor M. Wheeler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, petitions of Chamber of Commerce and Manufacturers’
Club, of Buffalo, N. Y., favoring Canadian reeciprocity; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petitions of Henry T. Oxnard, New York; William M.
Ward, Boston; and Jolim H. Eastwood, of Belleville, N. T,
;tM,f..'ainst Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways and

Teans.

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Resolutions of New
England Shoe Wholesalers® Associntion, opposing the proposed
legislation to place boots, shoes, and leather on the free list; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, resolutions of Niagara Italls Council, No. 51, Interna-
tional Brotherhood of Papermakers, against Canadian reci-
proecity; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LOUD : Petition of Fisher Grange, No. 790, of Harris-
ville, Mich., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Rev. John R. Gregory and 62 other residents
of Bay City, Mich., urging the passage of House bill 383, of the
Sixty-first Congress; to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor
Traflic.

By Mr. McGILLICUDDY : Resolutions of Highland Grange,
No. 364, Patrons of Husbandry, North Penobscot, Me., against
Canadian reciprocity ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MOTT: Petition of A. I. Bradley and others, of
Carthage, N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. POST: Resolutions of New Orleans Cofton Exchange,
requesting that bagging and tiles used in the baling of cotton
be placed upon the free list; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SCULLY : Resolutions of the Senafe of New Jersey
and New Market Grange, No. 152, Patrons of Husbandry,
against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. UNDERHILIL: Petition of Savona (N. Y.) Grange,
No. 302; Pomona Grange, Steuben County, N. Y.; and Pratts-
burg (N. Y.) Grange, No. 112, against Canadian reciprocity;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WEDEMEYER: Petition of various citizens of the
State of Michigan protesting against Canadian reciprocity;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of citizens of Jackson, Manchester, and North-
ville, all in the State of Michigan, protesting against the rate
imposed on the Women's National Weekly; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Albert Morseman, Tipton, Lenawee County,
State of Michigan, for increase in peuaiou to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.
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TrurspAY, April 20, 1911.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D.
The Journal of the proceedings of Monday last was read and
approved.
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The VICH PRESIDENT presented petitions of the congrega-
tions of the Church of the Drethren, of Harrisonburg, Va.; the
Church of the Brethren, of Stillwater, Okla.; of the Spring
Branch Church, of Avery, Mo.; of the Arecadia Congregation of
the Church of the Brethren, of the Church (Dunkard) of the
Brethren, and of the National Christinn Congress Association of
America, praying for the enactment of legislation to further
restriet the sale and traffic in opium, which were referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. GALLINGELR presented memorials of Loeal Union No. 51,
International Brotherhood of Paper Makers, of Ningara Falls,
N. Y., and of sundry citizens of Ossipee, Swanzey, Franklin, and
Berlin, all in the State of New Hampshire, remonstrating
against the ratification of the proposed reciprocal trade agree-
ment between the United States and Canada, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of South Kenil-
worth and Hampton Park, D. C.,, praying for the enactment of
legislation authorizing the construction of a grade crossing at
Mead Street NE., connecting Minnesota Avenue and Kenlihworth
Avenue, in the Distriet of Columbia, which were referred to the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

Mr. O'GORMAN presented memorials of Geneseo Grange;
Lake View Grange, No. 970, of Westport; Stockton Grange, No.
816; Angelica Grange, No. 108; Akron Grange, No. 908; Still-
water Grange, No. 681; Honeoye I'alls Grange, No. 6; Dewitt-
ville Grange, No. 480; Cayuga County Pomona Grange; Mara-
thon Grange, No. 455; Tonia Grange, No. 003; Bristol Valley
Grange, No. 1080; Canisteo Grange, No. 460; Sylvan Grange,
No. 825; Columbia County Pomona Grange; Gergen Grange,
No. 163; Camden Grange; Gowanda Grange, No. 1164; Han-
over Grange, No. 595; Pittsford Grange, No. 424; Elma Grange,
No. 1179; South Bristol Grange, No. 1107; Emerald Grange;
Stafford Grange, No. 418; Alfred Grange, No. 1097; Granger
Grange; Onondaga County Pomona Grange; Heuvelton Grange,
No. 047; Gates Grange, No. 421; Bethlehem Grange; Westville
Grange, No. 540; West Laurens Grange, No. T82; Richfield
Grange, No, 7T71; Franklinville Grange; Bloomingburg Grange,
No. 1197; Cape Vincent Grange, No. 599 ; Denmark Grange, No.
535; Byron Grange, No. 395; La Fargeville Grange, No. 15:
Sandy Creck Grange, No. 127; Dresden Grange, No. 1167;
Berlin Grange, No. 966; Highland Grange, No. 22; West Groton
Grange, No. 818; Perry Grange, No. 1163; Alsten Grange, No.
1138; Mapleton Grange, No. 613; Phoenix Grange, No. 920;
Settlement Grange, No. 706; Kent Grange, No. 1145; Elkdale
Grange; Cazenovin Grange, No. 1048; Clarendon Grange, No.
1083; Mentz Grange, No. 11566; Susquehanna Valley Grange,
No. 1132; Upton Lake Grange, No. 802; Glendale Grange, No.
548; Mertensin Grange; Wallkill River Grange, No. 983;
Orange County Pomona Grange; Seneca Castle Grange, No.
809; Russia Grange, No. 630; Hurley Grange, No. 963; Albion
Center Grange; Plessis Grange, No. 620; Seneca Grange, No.
284; Cassadaga Grange, No. 659; West Groton Grange, No.
818; Five Corner Grange, No. 1000; Ulster Grange, No. 1005;
Wawarsing Grange, No. 056; Weedsport Grange, No. 995;
Floyd Grange, No. 665; Chaumont Grange, No. 855; Mapleton
Grange, No. 1207; Scotch Bush Grange, No. 699; Pittstown
Grange, No. 1311; Cottage Grange, No. 829; Hllery Grange, No.
853; Amherst Grange, No. 1131; Orange County Pomona
Grange; Tully Grange; Kingsbury Grange, No. 1085; Rathbone
Grange, No. 656; Clifton Park Grange; East Freetown Grange,
No. 1187; Kent Grange, No. 1145; Whallonsburg Grange, No.
054; Westrille Grange, No. 1047; Pamelia Grange, No. GS;
Brockport Grange, No. 93; Subordinate Grange, No. 402;
Cronomer Valley Grange, No. 982; Amherst Grange, No. 1131;
Stockbridge Valley Grange, No. 1304 ; Machias Grange, No. 994;
Granby Grange, No. 927; Rushville Grange; Marilln Grange,
No. 1133 ; Newfane Grange, No. 1150 ; Darien Grange, No. 1063;
Towlesville Grange, No. 430; Bethany Grange, No. 748; Fair-
port Grange; Almond Grange, No. 1102; East Schuyler Grange,
No. 576; Gansewort Grange, No. 832; Perch River Grange, No.
626; Red Hook Grange, No. 018; Little Falls Grange, No. 611;
West Sandlake Grange, No. 940; Plerstown Grange, No. T03;
Watertown Grange, No. 7; Wolcott Grange; Delaware County
T'omona Grange; Clintondale Grange, No. 957; North Manlius
Grange; Saratoga Grange, No.1200; Merley Grange, No. 988; El-
bridge Grange, No. 220; Wiccopee Grange; Champlain Grange,

No. 383; Penfield Grange, No. 7560; Transit Grange, No. 1002;
Clarksville Grange, No. 871; Owasco Lake Grange, No. 1074;
Scottsburg Grange; Orwell Grange, No. 66; Chase Mills Grange,
No. 985; Otisville Grange, No. 1020; Jasper Grange, No. 019;
Albion Grange; Mount Pleasant Grange, No. 349 ; Barnes Corners
Grange, No. 85; Ausable Valley Grange, No. 973; Old Chatham
Grange, No. 925; and Jefferson County Grange, of the Patrons
of Husbandry; and of sundry citizens of Solvay, Ballston Spa,
TFort Edward, Syracuse, Albany, Medina, Otisville, Niagara
Talls, Clay, Westtown, Ithaca, New York, Hillsdale, Belfast,
Albion, Highland, and Oswego, all in the State of New Yorlk, re-
monstrating against the ratification of the proposed reciprocal
trade agreement between the United States and Canada, which
were referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of John F. Godfrey Post, No. 93,
Grand Army of the Republic, Department of California, of
Pasadena, Cal, praying for the passage of the so-called Sullo-
way old-age pension bill, which was referred to the Committee
on Pensions.

Mr. BURNHAM presented memorials of Narragansett Grange,
No. 46, Patrons of Husbandry, of Bedford, and of Prospect
Grange, of Mount Vernon, and sundry citizens of Swanzey,
Ossipee, Franklin, Berlin, and Walpole, all in the State of New
Hampshire, remonstrating against the ratification of the pro-
posed reciprocal trade agreement between the United States -
and Canada, which were referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. GUGGENHEIM. I present a joint resolution passed by
the Legislature of the State of Colorado, which I ask may be
printed in the RRecorp and referred to the Committee on Finance.

There being no objection, the joint resolution was referred to
the Committee on Finance and ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Senate joint resolution 2.

Resolved by the Senate of ihe Eighteenth General Assembly of the
State of Colorado (the House of Representatives concurring), That the
Afembers of the Congress of the United Btates for the State of Colorado
be, and they hereby are, requested to advocate In the Sixty-second Con-
gress the time-honored prineciple of a tariff for revenue only, in that
they demand an immediate revision of the tariff by the uction of
import dutles; that articles in competitlon with trust-controlled prod-
uets be placed upon the free list, and material reductions be made in
the tariff upon the necessities of life, especlally upon articles competing
with such American manufactures as are sold abroad more cheaply than
at home, and graduate reductlons be made in such other schedules as
may be necessary to restore the tariff to a revenue basis and render it
impossible for private monopolies to find shelter behind high protective
duties, whereby they are enabled to make combinations in restraint of
honest trade and to raise the prices of the necessities of life to the
American consumer; and be it forther

Resolved, That this resolution be entered of record of the general
assembly and copies be forwarded to the Representatives of Colorado
in the Congress of the United States.

SrErneExy R. FITZGARRALD,
President of the Senate.
GEORGE MCLACHLAN,
Bpeaker of the House of Representatives.

Approved, March 17, 1911,

PR 2 Jony F. SHAFROTH,
Governor of the State of Colorado.

Filed In the office of the secretary of state of the State of Colorado
on the 18th day of March, A. . 1911, at 9.46 o’clock a. m,

James B, PeArce, Becrctary of State,
" By-TioMas F. DILLox, Jr., Deputy.

Mr. GUGGENHEIM. I present a joint resolution of the
Legislature of the State of Colorado, which I ask may be
printed in the Recorp and referred to the Committee on Forest
Reservations and the Protection of Game.

There being no objection, the joint resolution was referred to
the Committee on Forest Reservations and the Protection of
Game and ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Senate joint resolution 34.

Resolved by the scnale, the house concurring, T‘hnt the governor is
hereby authorized and requested to protest Ilis Excellency President
William H. Taft against his approval of the Weeks bill, passed by the
United States Senate on February 15 and now before the President for
his approval or veto, as in the opinlon of the General Assembly of
Colorado such bill, if it becomes a law, would be inimical to the
intercsts of the West, as set forth in the senate joint memorial No. 11,
which passed the senate on February 18, to which reference is hereby
made,.

STEPHEN R. FITZGARRALD,
President of the Scnate.
GEORGR MCLACIHLAN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Jonx ¥. SHAFROTH,
@Governor of the Btate of Colorado.

Filed in the office of the secretary of state of the State of Colorado
on March 7, 1911, 10.40 a. m.

James B. PBARCE, Secretary of State.
By Tmos. F. DILLON, Jr., Deputy.

Mr. GUGGENHEIM. I presenta joint memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Colorado, which I agk may be printed in
the Recorp and referred to the Committee on Forest Reserva-
tions and the Protection of Game.

Approved, March 3, 1011.
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